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ABSTRACT 
Graduation, Rearrest, and Prediction of Outcomes in a 
Contemporary Juvenile Drug Court Program 
by 
Anthony Phillip Tranchita, Doctor of Philosophy 
Utah State University, 2004 
Major Professor: Dr. David Stein 
Department: Psychology 
111 
Research on the efficacy of drug courts for substance-abusing criminal adult 
offenders has generally found reduced recidivism rates , and both actual and potential cost 
savings to the public. However , outcome research on juvenile drug courts has been 
limited. Furthermore , little research has examined variables that may be predictive of 
outcome in this population. This study reports graduation and rearrest rates for a sample 
of juvenile drug court participants in Salt Lake City, Utah. Also, this research assessed 
whether demographics, prior arrest history, attendance at drug education classes, serving 
detention time, or a preprogram measure of degree of substance abuse (SAS SI-A) help 
predict several important outcomes (i.e., graduation from the drug court program and 
number of rearrests per year after leaving drug court). The graduation rate in this sample 
was fairly high (84.2%). However, the rearrest rate was also relatively high, with slightly 
over 50% with an arrest for any offense, and 38. 7% with a drug-elated arrest during 
IV 
follow-up (average follow-up time 4.3 years). Serving detention and not attending 
prevention class predicted lower rates of program graduation, while younger age, male 
gender, not graduating drug court, non-Caucasian status, and past adjudication predicted 
higher rates ofrecidivism (rearrest). 
(123 pages) 
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CHAPTER I 
PROBLEM STATMENT 
The strong link between drug use and criminal activity has long been established. 
Drug offenses account for the largest category of felony defendants in urban courts, and 
are the most common type of offense among those admitted to state prisons. 
Furthermore, drug use is very common among those arrested for nondrug offenses 
(Belenko, 2002a). Prison admissions for drug-related crimes have grown exponentially 
in many jurisdictions, and have contributed extensively to prison overcrowding. 
However, increases in rates of incarceration have unfortunately not led to significant 
reductions in crime or recidivism (Brown, 1997). Furthermore, juvenile crime has been 
on the rise for a number of decades (57% between 1980 and 1995), and the juvenile 
population is expected to grow significantly in the coming decades. Trends have shown 
that offenders in the juvenile system are getting progressively younger and are presenting 
with more and more complex problems, one of which is substance abuse (Dembo, 
Livingston, & Schmeidler, 2002). 
National statistics have shown a general increase in juvenile use of most drugs 
during the 1990s (Goldsmith & Latessa, 2001). Reports have shown that between 40-
69% of all juvenile arrestees tested positively for an illegal drug at the time of their arrest 
(National Institutes of Justice, 1999). Statistics in Utah per se show that illegal use of 
marijuana and sedatives in juveniles increased between 1989 and 1997 (Bahr et al., 
1998), and rates of dependence on alcohol or other drugs are close to 50% within a 
sample of juvenile arrestees (Hossain & Hossain, 1997). These facts suggest that the 
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already overburdened juvenile justice system will continue to be taxed in the coming 
years. Furthermore, age of onset for most substance misuse disorders is typically in the 
teen years (Goldsmith & Latessa, 2001). Of even greater concern is that untreated, heavy 
substance abuse has been found to be associated with poor long-term outcomes such as 
impairment in occupational functioning, interpersonal relationships, physical and mental 
health, and cognitive decline (Brown, D' Amico, McCarthy, & Tapert, 2001 ). As such, 
an effective means of dealing with adolescent substance use is necessary to help juveniles 
in the criminal justice system, as well as to intervene early in what may prove to become 
chronic adult substance misuse and criminal patterns. 
Treatment of drug use has generally been found to have many long-range benefits 
for the individual and society. One study estimated the financial benefits of substance 
abuse treatment to be seven times greater than the costs. Another estimated that the 
treatment of one individual would cost $6500, while having a financial benefit of 
$68,800 (Belenko & Peugh, 1998). One intervention approach is adult treatment drug 
courts first established in Miami in 1989. Adult treatment drug courts are a form of 
alternative court procedures for criminal offenders with substance use or abuse-related 
problems and/or crimes. They are focused on the rehabilitation of offenders as opposed 
to punishment. This goal is achieved through provision of drug treatment, more frequent 
drug testing, and a more cooperative stance between the judge and the offender. Adult 
drug courts have been shown to be effective in reducing recidivism, and the financial 
burden on society from related drug use and criminal offenses (Belenko, 1998, 1999; 
2001). 
Treatment drug courts have also begun to be established in the juvenile court 
system. However , few evaluation studies of the impact of the drug court model on 
juvenile offenders have been conducted to date. Furthermore, the resources of juvenile 
drug courts are limited in most jurisdiction~ and not all offenders can be served. Factors 
that limit the number of drug offenders that can be served by treatment drug courts 
include program capacity, specificity of target populations , and restrictions on eligibility 
requirements (Belenko, 2002b). For example, the Third District Juvenile Drug Court in 
Salt Lake City, Utah is able to serve approximately half of the juveniles eligible for the 
program in that district each year. Developing a means of screening prospective drug 
court participants based on known predictors of success would allow for a better 
allocation of resource s. Persons possessing characteristics known to predict high risk of 
drug court failure could receive intervention more focused on high-risk characteristics, 
increasing the probability of success (Miller & Shutt, 2001 ). However , little is currently 
known about the offender attributes or characteristics that may be most predictive of 
outcome . 
A number of authors have lamented the lack of research on adolescent drug 
courts, particularly examining what individual characteristics are correlated with 
effectiveness (Belenko , 1998, 2001, 2002a; Tauber & Snavely, 1999). Preliminary 
reports in the adult system have shown that drug courts are differentially more effective 
for certain people, defined by demographic variable~ prior arrest history, success in 
program completion, and severity of drug use . However, little investigation of outcome 
predictors of juvenile drug courts has occurred. The following study assesses predictor 
variables of recidivism and graduation in a sample of juvenile drug court participants in 
3 
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the Third District Juvenile Drug Court in Salt Lake City. Utah. Data are also reported on 
the graduation and recidivism rates in this sample. 
CHAPTER II 
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Drug Courts 
Drug courts are a widely implemented form of "alternative consequence" focused 
on rehabilitation of nonviolent drug offenders across the United States. They were 
designed to address a number of social problems surrounding substance abuse. For 
example, frequent imprisonment of drug offenders has failed to suppress substance use 
and criminal behavior after incarceration, as high rates of recidivism and limited 
reductions in drug use have been observed . The recidivism issue is truly a national 
problem, as taxpayers spend billions of dollars each year to adjudicate drug offenders 
without making a significant impact on drug crime or drug use (Belenko, 1998). 
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Rather than relying on punishment to change behavior , drug courts were designed 
to emphasize rehabilitation of drug offenders. They have become very popular in the 
United States over the last ten years, as initial research demonstrated positive effects on 
recidivism and costs. Since the first implementation of the drug court model in Dade 
County, Florida in 1989, drug courts have been implemented in all 50 states, the District 
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, two federal jurisdictions, and 52 Native American 
tribes. The most recent data indicate that there are 1,093 adult drug courts in operation 
( 463 were implemented in the last two years), with 414 more planned for implementation 
(Office of Justice Programs Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project , 
2003a) . There are drug courts planned for 45 more tribal courts (Office of Justice 
Programs Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project, 2003b). Through 
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December of 2000, an estimated 220,000 adults and 9,000 juveniles had been admitted to 
drug treatment courts in the U.S. (Belenko, 2002b). Many informal program evaluations 
of drug courts suggest them to be a cost-effective means of treating drug-using offenders. 
Based on the positive experience of adult drug courts. many jurisdictions began 
implementing similar systems for juvenile offenders with substance abuse problems, as 
well as other problems among substance-abusing juveniles who did not seem to respond 
to conventional court procedures. The first juvenile drug court began operating in 1993 
in Key West. Florida (Belenko, 2001 ). As of 2003, 397 juvenile and family drug courts 
were in operation (203 of which implemented in the last two years) and 179 are currently 
being planned (Office of Justice Programs Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical 
Assistance Project, 2003a). Developing juvenile drug courts has proven more difficult 
than adult drug courts because of the wiique challenges of working with juveniles (e.g., a 
perceived lack of motivation to change compared to adults, the challenge of 
cowiteracting the influence of peers and gangs. family factors, complying with the 
special confidentiality requirements of minors, and dealing with adolescent 
developmental changes that occur among offenders; American University, 2001). 
In general, the widerlying premise of drug courts is that drug abuse and associated 
criminal offenses represent not only a criminal justice problem, but also a public health 
problem with specific biopsychosocial causes and consequences (Sherin & Mahoney, 
1996). Therefore, the judge fills a much broader role than merely adjudicating 
defendants. Special drug courts are created where expertise on drug cases can be 
concentrated within one courtroom. The goals of the drug court are fairly 
straightforward. Specifically, they include the reduction of drug use and drug-related 
crime as well as decreases in recidivism by applying meaningful contingencies of 
reinforcement for successfully meeting the requirements of one's drug court agreement. 
Reduced recidivism rates are correlated with reduced overall incarceration rates 
of nonviolent drug offenders , as well as long-term reductions in the size of jail and prison 
populations. The justification for drug courts focuses on the reduction oflong-term 
personal and social costs. 
The drug court system ensures more frequent contacts with the court staff ( e.g. , 
the judge) than would be the case with standard probation . This approach seems to 
succeed in engaging and retaining drug-involved offenders in treatment services. 
Offenders usually targeted by drug courts would otherwise receive probation or a short 
jail sentence , but no treatment and/or little community supervision. Furthermore, the 
drug court system seeks to assess treatment needs , and match those needs to treatment 
and support services. Provision of such services to drug court participants ideally leads 
to improved physical health, mental health, and social functioning (i.e., employment and 
education; Belenko, 1998). 
The goals of a drug court are to: (a) Develop and maintain a strong collaboration 
between court and treatment providers; (b) free up judicial, prosecutorial, and public 
defense resources for nondrug offenses; ( c) reduce criminal justice costs related to drug 
offenses; ( d) respond therapeutically to relapses more quickly than traditional judicial 
procedures ; and ( e) provide aftercare and support services. 
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Drug courts are diverse, and for the most part , no one "model" of operation is 
followed (Stein, 1999). In most cases, participants are first-time, nonviolent offenders, 
though most recently more habitual offenders have been included in drug court programs. 
Common elements across drug courts include timely identification of those in need of 
treatment services through screening, and court-supervised treatment. 
Treatment within drug court programs varies, but recommended practices 
include: (a) assessment for substance abuse as well as other psychological problems, (b) 
treatment planning, (c) group and/or individual therapy, (d) medical assessment and 
treatment, ( e) HIV/ AIDS education (HIV infection is very common in this population), 
(f) planning for relapse prevention, (g) acupuncture, (h) alcohol and drug education, (i) 
AA/NA attendance , (j) linking with general education services and job training and 
counseling, and (k) aftercare (Sherin & Mahoney , 1996). 
The court regularly monitors treatment compliance and progress through urine 
screening and frequent court hearings. Graduated sanctions and rewards are utilized to 
encourage treatment compliance . Common rewards include: advancement to next 
treatment phase (most programs consist of three treatment phases), rewards such as gift 
certificates , and reduction of frequency of court status hearings. Most importantly , 
successful completion of treatment results in dismissal of charges or reduced probation, 
which may be the most powerful reward of all. Common sanctions that are utilized in 
drug court programs include: verbal reprimands, more frequent urine screenings, jail 
time, increases in mandatory AA/NA attendance, and getting sent to a detoxification 
program. 
Mandatory drug testing through urinalysis is an important method of determining 
compliance with treatment goals and is usually implemented on a weekly or biweekly 
basis. Also, the judge plays a much more proactive role in drug court ( compared to 
normal adjudication) . He or she becomes personally acquainted with each offender, and 
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provides a strong social reinforcement for progress, during regular court meetings. 
Qualitative research has shown that judges appear to play a very important role through 
the quality of the relationship they establish with offenders. This relationship is likely an 
important predictor of outcome (Belenko, 1998). 
Juvenile Drug Courts 
Juvenile drug courts are an outgrowth of the adult drug court model and share 
many of the same characteristics. However , implementing drug courts for juveniles 
presents its own unique challenges. Juvenile offenders with substance use issues often 
differ greatly from adult offenders with substance use issues. 
Juveniles in drug courts are not just "little adults," there are likely cognitive and 
biochemical differences between how juveniles and adults think and, therefore, act. One 
of the ways in which they differ that is especially relevant to drug court and rehabilitation 
is teenagers' propensity to take more risks, therefore making escalation of drug-taking 
behaviors as well as other risky behaviors a necessary focus of treatment. Furthermore, 
juveniles may or may not present to the court system with a drug- or alcohol-related 
offense, and if they do, they do not typically have a lengthy substance use history. Teens 
are most likely to be at a different stage in terms of the development of a substance use 
problem or may never develop a diagnosable substance use problem. Many adults 
present with issues of chemical dependency, while this is not the case for most juveniles. 
Juveniles present with substance use/abuse problems which may or may not warrant a 
diagnosis (Cooper, 2002). 
9 
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The motivation to use and abuse substances are likely to be very different for 
adults versus adolescents. For example, transition from middle- to high school tends to 
be a time of change that coincides with increased substance use, smoking, and delinquent 
behaviors, perhaps out of a desire to fit in with new peer groups. Furthermore, 
adolescence is a time marked by decreased time spent with parents, more time spent with 
peers, as well as testing boundaries (Belenko & Dembo, 2003). 
Substance use problems are often linked to a different subset of other problems 
including negative peer relationships, learning disabilities, emotional disorders, and/or 
intrafamily dysfunction, which often includes the possibility that substance use is a 
familial, or cross-generational problem Juveniles living with adults who are also 
abusing substances will be much Jess likely to evidence abstinence, due to observational 
learning, and social modeling effects (Cooper , 2002). 
While many of the interventions of juvenile courts overlap with adult drug court 
treatment (e.g ., assessment and treatment of substance use/abuse/dependency, treatment 
planning, more frequent hearings, urinalysis, system of rewards, and sanctions for 
program compliance/noncompliance, etc.), there are some additional concerns to be 
addressed for juvenile drug court to be effective. Increased focus on the family system is 
necessary for meaningful, long-term changes to take place. Broader support services are 
necessary, and there is a need for coordination with the school system and other 
community resources with which the adolescent is involved. This is especially true for 
adolescents with learning and educational deficits, which have been identified as 
common among juvenile drug court attendees. 
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Juvenile drug court participants enter drug court during a time of rapid 
developmental change. An example given by Cooper (2002, p. 1695) would be the 
"child" that enters drug court who then becomes a parent during the course of drug court 
participation. Given the rapidly shifting needs of a juvenile in drug court, judges and case 
managers may need to keep in mind that an intervention that worked early on in drug 
court participation, may no longer be effective or relevant near the end of treatment, 
given that many programs are designed to last a year or more. 
The juvenile's environment plays a role in treatment, in that many participants 
may come from fairly unstable living conditions , and may have a peer group that does 
not foster behavior change. These factors should be kept in mind, and addressed when 
possible. 
Lastly, the use of sanctions and rewards must be tailored to juveniles. Some 
juveniles may look upon serving detention time as a "badge of honor ," or may view it as 
respite from difficult home situations. As such, traditional sanctions utilized in adult 
drug court may not be truly viewed as "sanctions " by some adolescents. Cooper (2002) 
suggested the use of writing assignments , book reports, community service, more 
frequent urinalysis, more contact with the court or treatment provider, and curfew 
restrictions be implemented with adolescents. Rewards must also be attended to with 
more care with adolescents than adults . While rewards are always a part of drug court , 
they may serve a much more important role with juveniles who have not received much 
reinforcement for prosocial behaviors in the past. As such, the role of the judge and 
treatment providers is as a source of reinforcement for pro social behavior to improve low 
self-esteem. Examples of rewards include public recognition, gift certificates, tickets to 
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local sports or music even~ and relaxation of program requirements such as waiving one 
court hearing. 
Third District Juvenile Drug Court, 
Salt Lake County, Utah 
The Third District Juvenile Drug Co~ Salt Lake County, Utah. utilized in the 
present study, serves as a representative example of a contemporary juvenile drug court. 
The Third District Juvenile Drug Court program is designed as an alternative to the 
minimwn mandatory penalties imposed upon first-time drug offenders and second-time 
alcohol offenders (misdemeanors only). Mandatory penalties for such offenses normally 
include 20 to 100 hours community service, $150.00 fine, suspension of the driver ' s 
license, and results in having a drug or alcohol offense in the juvenile ' s legal record. 
The Third District Juvenile Drug Court ' s mission is to (a) identify youth with 
substance abuse issues and provide them with appropriate resources, and (b) to divert 
them from further substance use and court involvement. The target population is youth 
ages 12-17, who have committed their first drug offense or second alcohol offense. 
These youth may have no prior violent offenses and must have a limited court history. 
The offenders must be accepted into the program, and they enter on a voluntary basis. 
Upon successful completion of the Drug Court program, the offenders' drug and/or 
alcohol allegation(s) are dismissed by the court. The allegation does not appear as a 
conviction on the juvenile's record. 
The Drug Court program requires 6 to 12 months of participation. in which 
youth have the opportunity to work toward having their drug or alcohol offense(s) 
dismissed. In admitting the allegation(s) , their plea is held in abeyance (sentencing is 
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deferred) and they are given various orders with which to comply. Standard orders in the 
Drug Court program are as follows: 
• Sixty hours community service per drug-related offense . 
• Substance abuse education classes and/or counseling depending on severity of 
problem. 
• Research paper regarding current trends in drug use. 
• Essay on life goals or write their own obituary. 
• Book report on assigned substance abuse related novel. 
• Random drug testing, including breathalyzer. 
• Attend school. 
• Attend drug court Speakers Bureau. 
• Thirty days stayed detention time. 
• No new referrals. 
• Frequent judicial review hearings (approximately every 4-6 weeks). 
Drug court participants are followed by a tracker (deputy probation officer) at 
their homes and schools. School attendance is checked regularly. Drug tests are 
conducted both in-home and at probation offices. In addition, drug court staff keep in 
contact with parents regularly to assess offenders' progress. 
Participants are expected to set up and complete community service hours on 
their own and are given a list of acceptable ways to complete these hours. They receive 
community service credit for many of the standard court orders such as attendance of 
counseling, education classes, and attending Speakers Bureaus. The community service 
hours are verified by the probation officers on a regular basis. 
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The Drug Court Speakers Bureau is a monthly activity for participants , although 
most are ordered to attend every other month. Professionals in the community are asked 
to volunteer their time to speak to the youth and families participating in Drug Court 
about how substance abuse has affected their lives (whether it is through personal 
experience or the scope of their occupation). Some examples include Mothers Against 
Drunk Driving, Drug Enforcement Administration, adult drug court participants and 
staff, Utah Medical Examiner's Office, and hospital emergency room staff. After the 
speaker ' s presentation, an informal graduation is held for those completing the Drug 
Court program that month . 
Participants are brought before the court regularly so that the judge can review 
their progress. If a youth is doing particularly well, he or she may be commended, 
receive a movie ticket as an incentive, and be scheduled for the next review in six weeks. 
However , when a youth has violated court orders , he or she may simply be admonished , 
have additional penalties imposed , and/or be scheduled for an earlier date for their next 
court hearing at the discretion of the judge. Penalties for noncompliance often include 
additional community service hours , additional time spent in the program, time spent in a 
detention facility, or expulsion from the Drug Court program. Expulsion would result in 
a conviction appearing on the juvenile's record and the mandatory penalties being 
imposed. 
Literature Search 
A literature search was conducted so that data-based hypotheses regarding the 
present study could be developed, and so that results of this current study could be 
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compared to past research. There exists a limited amount of research into the topic of 
juvenile drug courts. As such, the approach of this review is to (a) review what limited 
research does exist on juvenile drug courts, (b) review the growing outcome literature on 
adult drug courts, and ( c) review research on juvenile delinquency and recidivism as 
well as juvenile drug treatment. The main focus of this literature search is the 
identification of variables that may be helpful in the prediction of outcome in adult and 
juvenile drug court research. Further, research focused on prediction of recidivism in 
juveniles outside of drug court is explored as there is limited literature focused on the 
prediction of outcome in juvenile drug courts. 
An extensive search for published research on the topics of juvenile drug courts, 
outcomes of juvenile and adult drug courts, as well as prediction of outcome (graduation/ 
retention and rearrest) in drug court was pursued by the present author. Searches were 
conducted in the PsycINFO and Medline databases. First, the phrase "drug court" was 
entered as a search term on the above data bases. Second, 'juveniles" was entered as a 
search term, along with both "rearrest" and "recidivism." Review articles, as well as 
original research, was thus obtained. Reference lists of these articles were also searched 
for relevant articles. 
Description of Juvenile Drug Court Participants 
The published research on juvenile drug courts is extremely limited. However, 
some research is available, mostly from literature reviews, which offers insights into the 
questions regarding (a) the type of juvenile that tends to participate in juvenile drug 
court, and (b) what common procedures are utilized. 
American University (2001) surveyed juvenile drug courts nationally and 
reported that juvenile drug court participants are more commonly male (83%), and tend 
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to be older adolescents (57% were 16 or 17 years old). Further, the study found that 49% 
were Caucasian, 24% were African American, and 23% were Hispanic. Only 26% of 
participants were living with both parents, indicating that a high number of drug court 
juveniles reside in single-parent homes. A high number had some prior criminal justice 
contact (83%) before participating in a drug court. 
Most juvenile drug courts identified educational problems, academic 
underachievement, poor reading skills, and attention deficit disorder as being an issue for 
their participants. Finally, marijuana and/or alcohol were the most common drugs of 
choice in juvenile drug court participants. 
Belenko ( 1999, 2001) reviewed unpublished research on juvenile drug courts in 
two articles examining the state of knowledge of the impacts of drug court. His two 
reviews included four and seven unpublished studies, respectively. Marijuana and 
alcohol were again found to be the most common drugs of choice among juvenile drug 
court participants, with marijuana being the more common of the two (59-100% across 
studies stated marijuana as drug of choice). One study for Los Angeles County reported 
that almost three fourths of participants were using marijuana daily prior to drug court 
participation. The demographics of juvenile participants listed in the two reviews varied 
from the national averages listed earlier across studies (when reported), depending on the 
location of the drug court. For example, a report on New Mexico's Third Judicial 
District involved a population of participants that was 86% Hispanic--a proportion that 
differs greatly from the national average of23%. 
17 
The criminal charges that draw participants into drug court appear to vary across 
studies and jurisdictions . For example, a study of Fairfield, Ohio participants showed a 
relatively low rate of felony offenses (20%) , compared to a study of Summit Cowity , 
Ohio, that had a rate of 52% of participants with two or more prior felonies. Studies of 
two jurisdictions (Albuquerque, New Mexico and Missoula, Montana) reported prior 
arrests and fowid averages of 6.5 and 1 OJ , respectively. On the other hand, studies of 
Beckham Cowity, Oklahoma (OK) and Orange Cowity , Florida (FL) largely involved 
first and second time offenders (Belenko, 1999, 2001 ). Cooper (2002) reported data 
indicating that 90% of juvenile drug court participants have had prior contact with the 
juvenile justice system, and 3 5% have attended some fonn of prior treatment. 
A study of Summit Cowity, Ohio, included in the Belenko review (2001) 
appeared to indicate the need to include more extensive mental health services in the 
juvenile drug court program. This evaluation found that 43% of all participants were 
dually diagnosed, and 33% had some history of utilizing psychotropic medications. 
Abuse history was also found to be common in this sample, with 39% reporting physical 
abuse, and 14% reporting sexual abuse. Furthermore , several studies indicated the need 
for assessing problems in the participants' families. The Orange County , Florida, study 
found that 3 9% of participants had a relative who had been incarcerated, and 4 7% had a 
relative with a substance abuse problem. The Albuquerque evaluation found that 85% of 
participants had a family member with an alcohol abuse problem. 
Outcomes of Drug Court 
The following section reviews what research has shown about the general 
outcomes of drug court. Most of the available research focuses on adult drug courts. 
When available, studies of juveniles in drug court are reported. This discussion is 
divided into several topics: (a) process outcomes (which focus on how the process of 
drug court differs from standard sanctions), (b) graduation from drug court, (c) rearrest 
both during and after drug court participation, ( d) substance use, and lastly ( e) cost 
savings related to utilization of the drug court model. When possible, research cited in 
this section is drawn from studies published in peer-reviewed journals. However, much 
of the available literature on outcomes of drug court must be drawn from reviews of 
unpublished , in-house studies. 
Process Outcomes 
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There is considerable evidence that drug courts utilize more frequent monitoring 
and supervision compared to standard adjudication proceedures. For example, court 
hearings occur much more frequently than in the standard court system. The American 
Drug Court Survey (ADCS) found that of adult drug court participants, 74% had 
biweekly hearings and 24% monthly hearings. Within one comparison group under 
standard court supervision, only 8% reported regular court contact (Cooper, 1997). As 
has been noted previously, juvenile drug courts have generally adopted a practice of more 
:frequent court contacts with offenders. 
The attitudes and perceptions of adult drug court staff and participants have 
generally been quite positive (based on general satisfaction ratings by participants and 
staff). For example, according to the ADCS, staff members generally welcomed the 
accountability required by the drug court and want sanctions applied consistently, but 
19 
fairly. Also, staff were concerned that.judges were too lenient in response to violations 
of drug court rules. The participants reported that factors most related to their recovery 
included close judicial monitoring, staff support. urine tests. sanctions, and possibility of 
charge dismissal. Some participants actually rated the judge as being more supportive of 
their recovery than treatment staff. Some suggestions for improvement obtained from 
participants and staff members participating in the ADCS include : more interaction and 
encouragement from the judge, stricter sanctions for individuals who break the rules, 
more focus on relapse prevention, more intensive aftercare, and securing the involvement 
of family members . 
A study of participants in the Orange County , California adult drug court found 
that participants' ratings of helpfulness of drug court programs did not vary by race, 
indicating general program satisfaction . However , this same study did find that there was 
some variation in the ratings of the severity of program sanctions, with minorities rating 
several of the sanctions as being more severe (Cresswell & Deschenes, 2001). 
Mandatory drug testing in adult drug courts has been shown to occur much more 
frequently than in standard court proceedings. The ADCS found that of the adult drug 
courts surveyed, 55% required two drug tests a week , 35% required weekly urinalysis, 
and 10% required urinalysis every other week. Of standard probation programs surveyed 
52% required monthly testing, 8% required weekly testing, 6% did not test at all, and 
33% tested randomly or "as needed" (Cooper, 1997). 
Another important outcome of drug courts is the placement and retention in 
treatment of those traditionally not receiving these services. The 1998 American Drug 
Court Survey of adult drug offenders found that 26% had received past treatment, while 
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72% had been in jail or prison (Cooper. 1998). The Department of Justice found similar 
figures. Specifically. only 24% of adult drug offenders had received prior treatment, and 
only 8% of adolescents arrested for drug charges had been in treatment. In contrast, an 
average of 60% of adults in the drug court system are still in treatment at I-year follow-
up~ this retention rate is as good. if not better , than that of individuals entering standard 
outpatient or inpatient treatment (The National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse 
[CASA}, 1997). 
Belenko (1999) reported the average number of counseling and drug court 
sessions attended by adult participants in the New Mexico Third Judicial court district 
was four. However , participants averaged 1.8 excused absences and 33 unexcused 
absences . Participants attended. on average , 19 .6 group counseling sessions and 3. 7 
AA/NA meetings. Further , Belenko (2001) reported data from Orange County , Florida. 
that showed participants received an average of 46 treatment sessions over 196 days. 
Thus, if adolescent drug courts are implemented in a similar manner to adult drug courts, 
it is likely that adolescents in drug court would be attending more frequent counseling 
than those not in drug court programs . 
Graduation 
Typical drug court programs are designed to involve offenders in their programs 
for a period of 1 year. Graduation from the program occurs when attendees comply with 
most program rules for the duration of the program. However, graduation rates vary 
greatly across drug court programs. Figures in reviews of unpublished data (Belenko, 
1999, 2001) range from 22-65%, with an estimated average of between 47-48%. Factors 
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found to predict drug court drop-out include: younger age, both poly-drug and more 
frequent drug use, less employment, and not having graduated high school or holding a 
GED. Interestingly, race bas not been shown to be a reliable predictor. For instance, in 
some studies, being African American predicted higher rates of graduation, while in 
others it predicted lower rates of graduation (Belenko ). Gender has also been 
inconsistently related to graduation, with some jurisdictions finding higher rates of 
graduation among females, and other jurisdictions finding lower rates. In general, there 
is some evidence that factors related to program compliance (i.e., number of sanctions 
imposed during drug court, number of court appearances) are related to drug court 
graduation, in that experiencing fewer sanctions predict higher graduation rates 
(Belenko). 
Ten published articles were located for the present review that included 
graduation rates for adult drug court programs . Table 1 lists these results . The 
graduation rates reported in these studies mirror those reported by Belenko (1999, 2001). 
The mean rate is 48%, and the range is from 24-65%. 
By contrast, little data are yet available on juvenile drug court program graduation 
rates. Helenka (2001) reported graduation rates for two programs: Orange County, 
Florida ( 42%) and Los Angeles, California (24 %, though 10% of participants were still 
active in their program at time of data collection, thus, the rate could be higher). These 
studies included some data addressing the question of who was more likely to graduate. 
Being White, being in school, a positive attitude toward the program by the family, and 
being a misdemeanor (as opposed to felony) offender predicted higher graduation rates in 
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Table I 
Graduation Rates of Published Studies Found in Current Review 
Rearrest for any offense 
Graduation 
Study Location of study retention rate (%) 
Butzin, Saum, & Scarpitti (2002) New Castle County, 65 
Delaware 
Festinger et al. (2001) Wihnington, Delaware 54 
Fielding, Tye, Ogawa , Imam, & Long Los Angeles, California 65 
(2002) 
Peters & Murrin (2000) Escambia and Okaloosa, 49 
Florida 
Saum, Scarpitti, & Robbins (2001) Wihnington, Delaware 41 
Schiff & Terry (1997) Broward County, Florida 39 
Sechrest & Shicor (2001) Riverside, California 57 
Turner et al. (2002) Maricopa, Arizona 50 
Vito & Tewksbury (1998) Jefferson County, 24 
Kentucky 
Wolfe, Guydish, & Termondt (2002) San Mateo, California 42 
Mean across studies 48 
Orange County. Also, females had a higher completion rate than males in Los Angeles 
county. 
Rearrest : Adults 
Rearrest rates are perhaps the most commonly measured outcome in studies of 
drug court effectiveness, and one of the most important in terms of the social impact of 
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drug courts . A review of research by Stein and Tranchita (2001) examined a number of 
studies (mostly unpublished) that compared rearrest rates for "any offense" by drug court 
participants,. with a comparison group . Some of the studies reported outcome 
assessments during active participation and others included a follow-up assessment after 
graduation. The comparison groups vary, but they often contain offenders who had been 
assigned to standard court proceedings and probation . Table 2 shows the rearrest rates 
during program participation across 12 studies. Table 3 shows the rearrest rates found in 
nine studies at different follow-up periods after graduation . 
These data show a fairly consistent trend toward lower rearrest rate.s among drug 
court participants compared to offenders placed in a control or standard proceedings 
condition. both during program participation and during follow-up periods . 
Other reviews of adult rearrest data have obtained very similar results. A review 
of 11 published and unpublished evaluation reports in California between 1995 and 1999 
(Guydish et al., 2001) found 11-14% lower rates ofrearrest for drug court participants , 
relative to offenders in comparison nonparticipant groups . The largest differences were 
found in program graduates . In a review of drug treatment provided to offenders in the 
criminal justice syst~ Stein ( 1999) examined eight studies of adult drug courts. He 
concluded that drug court participation was associated with decreased rearrest rates , 
increase in latency to rearrest. and reduced costs . 
Further , evidence for reductions in recidivism and lower court costs associated 
with drug court implementation is found in a report by the Drug Court Clearinghouse 
(1999) . The Clearinghouse cited figures of rearrest ranging from 5-28% for all drug court 
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Table 2 
Rearrest Rates During Program Participation Across Studiesfrom Stein and Tranchita 
(2001) 
% Rearrest for any offense 
Location of study Drug. court Comparison 
Polle, Iowa 19 38 
Chester , Pennsylvania 5 22 
Orange , California Low-risk 16 22 
High-risk 19 38 
Baltimore, Maryland 48 64 
Erie , Pennsylvania 36 69 
Douglas, Nebraska 42 61 
Escamb~ Florida 20 43 
Okaloosa , Florida 48 63 
Maricopa, Arizona ..,.., ., ., 33 
Hamilton , Ohio 42 61 
Washington, DC 19 27 
Wilmington, Delaware 26 36 
Mean across studies 25 36 
Table 3 
Postprogram Rearrest Rates and Foffow-up Period from Stein and Tranchita (2001) 
Rearrest for any offense 
Location of study Follow-up (months) Drug. court Comparison 
Riverside , California 10 15 25 
Wilmington, Delaware 6 55 60 
Santa Clarra, California 12 13 27 
Maricopa, Arizona 24 33 43 
Ventura, California 12 12 32 
Austin, Texas 12 25 59 
Escambia , Florida 18 48 63 
Okaloosa, Florida l& 26 55 
Denver, Colorado 12 53 58 
Mean across studies 13.7 31 47 
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participants, but only a 4% rearrest rate among drug court graduates. However, the data 
upon which these conclusions are based is unpublished. 
Belenko has published three reviews of drug courts that were based almost 
exclusively on unpublished in-house program evaluations (1998, 1999, 2001). These 
reviews have been mentioned earlier in this document. The three reviews share the same 
basic methodology, and all three investigated recidivism rates for drug court 
participation. The last two (1999, 2001) serve as updates of the initial 1998 document. 
Furthermore, the reviews offered the same basic conclusions supported by progressively 
more data across the reviews (30, 59, and 37 new adult drug court studies were included 
in the 1998, 1999, and 2001 reviews , respectively. There were four and seven new 
studies of juvenile drug courts in the 1999 and 2001 reviews , respectively. Belenko, 
consistently reported reduced recidivism and lower costs in al.most all jurisdictions 
implementing adult drug courts , both during and after drug court participation. The data 
on arrest during program participation cited by these reviews showed rates of between 3-
3% in four studies (1998) , 20-32 % in three studies (1999) , and 5.4-37% in eight studies 
(2001 ). When a comparison group was available in the studies cited, the rearrest rates of 
the comparison groups were consistently higher. 
Postprogram, the rates of recidivism for drug court participants in these reviews 
ranged between 13-53% for 7 studies for Belenko's 1998 review, 14-68% for 11 studies 
cited in the 1999 review, and 12-45% in 6 studies in the 2001 review. Again these 
figures were generally lower than that of reported recidivism rates for comparison 
groups. 
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Table 4 is a listing of all quasi-experimental adult drug court studies with a 
measure of recidivism found by the author that were published in peer-reviewed journals. 
There are no randomized controlled trials in this group of studies. As such, the 
comparability of groups can reasonably be called into question. The results of these 
studies appear very similar to results reported in other reviews. Follow-ups vary from 
12-36 months, and rearrest rates of between 12-42% for the drug court groups were 
found. These rates ofrearrest were generally significantly lower (statistically) than that 
of comparison groups. 
One comment must be made about the percentages listed in Table 4 for the Peters 
and Murrin (2000) study. Drug court participants had a higher rearrest rate than that of 
the matched comparison group. The comparison group was a sample of individuals who 
participated in standard probation procedures matched to drug court participants for 
gender, race/ethnicity, and type of offense. The data were actually reported as the 
percentage of graduates rearrested, number of nongraduates rearrested , and number from 
the matched comparison group rearrested . Therefore, the percentage rearrested in the 
drug court group had to be extrapolated. The original reporting in the article showed that 
graduates were rearrested significantly less frequently than those in the comparison 
group, and those who did not graduate (20% vs. 43% and 79%, respectively, at 12 
months, and 48% vs. 63% and 86%, respectively, at 30 months). However , it was 
somewhat misleading to report the data this way. From an intention-to-treat perspective, 
all who entered in the drug court should be entered into analysis for purposes of 
comparison to a control/comparison group. By reporting statistics comparing drug court 
graduates to the standard probation group , effects of the treatment may be exaggerated. 
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Table 4 
Postprogram Rearrest and Follow-up Periods of Quasi-expermental Published Studies 
% Rearrested for any offense 
Location of Months 
Study study follow-up Drug court Comparison 
Bavon (200 I) Tarrant 12 12.7 16.8 
County, Texas 
Fielding et al. Los Angeles, 12 24 37 
(2002) California 
Goldkamp & Dade County , 18 33 45-52a 
Weiland Florida 
(1993) 
Goldkamp , Portland, 12 37 49 
White, & Oregon 
Robinson 
(2001) Las Vegas, 12 53 65 
Nevada 
Granfield, Eby, Denver, 12 53 58 
& Brewster Colorado 
(1998) 
Listwan, Cincinnati, 40 32 37 
Sundt, Ohio 
Holsinger, & 
Latessa (2003) 
Miethe, Lu, & Las Vegas, 12b 26 16 
Reese (2000) Nevada 
Peters, Haas, Okaloosa, 12 51 43 
& Hunt (200 I) Florida 30 68 63 
Spohn, Piper, Douglas 12 42.1 60.8 and 
Martin, & County, 29.8c 
Frenzel (2001) Nebraska 
Turner et al. Maricopa, 36 33.1 47 
(2002) Arizona 
(table continues) 
Study 
Location of 
study 
Months 
follow-up 
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% Rearrested for any offense 
Drug court Comparison 
Wolfe et al. 
(2002) 
San Meteo, 
California 
24 36 not reportedd 
Mean across studies 17.86 39 44 
a Rearrest rates were listed for four nonequivalent different comparison groups in a quasi-
experimental design. 
b 12 months is somewhat inaccurate in that the participants entered drug court in 1995, 
and recidivism was calculated by court records of 1997, technically 2 years after drug 
court entry. However, arrests in 1996 were not counted as a portion of the control group 
were incarcerated in 1996, and, therefore , would have no opportunity to recidivate. 
Therefore, data are recorded for a 12-month time period in 1997, but it was 2 years after 
drug court participation. 
c Two comparison groups, one for standard adjudication (60.8)and diversion (29.8). 
Diversion participants are likely an unfair comparison group as they are "low-risk" first-
time offenders, while drug court participants are "medium- to high-risk" and can have an 
unlimited number of prior misdemeanors . 
d Author reported no significant difference between drug court and comparison group. 
Therefore, rearrest figures were calculated for the entire drug court group, rather than 
reporting the graduates and nongraduates separately in Table 4. The data in this study 
definitively show the relative advantage in rearrest rates for program graduates over 
those who did not graduate . However , it does not indicate a relative advantage of drug 
court over standard probation when comparing the entire sample of drug court entrants to 
the matched probationer sample (51 % vs. 43% rearrest at 12 months, respectively, and 
68% vs. 63% rearrest at 30 months). 
Fortunately, several studies of drug courts have utilized an experimental design. 
One of the first was conducted in Washington, DC (Harrell , Cavanaugh, & Roman, 2000; 
Harrell & Roman, 2001). Individuals arrested for a felony drug oflense (1,022 total) 
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were randomly assigned to a standard proceedings docket, a sanctions docket, or a 
treatment docket. In the standard docket, drug testing occurred twice weekly and there 
were monthly judicial hearings. Further, voluntary participation in community treatment 
was encouraged. In the sanction docket, the drug testing protocol was similar, but there 
were court-imposed sanctions for positive drug tests. Also, judicial hearings were 
approximately twice as frequent, and case managers were assigned as needed to assist 
entry into community treatment. In the treatment docket, drug testing was conducted 
three to five times weekly, court hearings were slightly more frequent than the sanctions 
docket, and there was daily intensive outpatient treatment in a court-based program. 
Additionally, court penalties or program termination were imposed for lack of 
participation or breaking of treatment program rules. 
Results of this evaluation showed that both experimental groups were less likely 
to test positive for drug use during program participation, though rates of self-reported 
substance abuse in the year after program completion were not significantly different 
from standard court proceeding participants. Individuals who participated in the 
sanctions docket were less likely to be rearrested in the year after program participation 
compared to standard docket participants. This difference seems attributable mostly to a 
decrease in drug-related arrests. However, there were no statistically significant 
differences between rearrest rates for the treatment docket and standard docket 
participants. Harrell and Roman (2001) found significantly lower rates (statistically) of 
self-reported crime by the treatment and sanctions docket participants compared to the 
standard docket group. However, given that these differences were not found in the 
objective measure ofrearrest, the validity of these figures must be called into question. 
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It is difficult to base any firm conclusions about this study given the mixed results 
obtained. It is important to note that the "standard docket" condition likely entailed more 
frequent court appearances and drug testing than the standard adjudication proceedings in 
other jurisdictions, making it less like "standard" court proceedings. Furthermore, the 
judges in this condition encouraged offenders to engage in treatment. This makes the 
study appear to be more a study of graduated levels of drug court-type interventions (i.e., 
more frequent court proceedings, more frequent drug testing, treatment encouraged or 
provided, etc.). 
In a second experimental study of a drug court, nonviolent drug offenders in 
Baltimore were randomly assigned to attend either drug court, or "treatment as usual" 
(Gottfredson & Exum, 2002). In the 12 months following random assignment to these 
groups , 48% of drug court participants were arrested, as opposed to 64% of the control 
group. It is unclear who among this sample was still active in drug court, or who had 
graduated/terminated from the program. However, this drug court was described as 
''typical" of most drug courts. Given that typical drug courts tend to have 6 month to 
year-long programs, 12 months after randomization represents a very short-follow-up 
period beyond active participation in treatment, and many participants may still have 
been active in drug court at the time of follow-up. These data are preliminary and cannot 
be considered long-term postprogram follow-up, particularly when compared to other 
studies (that can have follow-up periods of several years after graduation/program drop-
out) . 
Deschenes and Greenwood (1994) randomly assigned 639 drug offenders to one 
of four tracks (177 were assigned to drug court): 
• Track 1: No drug testing, frequency of visits to the probation officer 
determined by a presentence report. 
• Track 2: Monthly drug testing, one bimonthly visit to the probation officer 
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• Track 3: Biweekly scheduled drug testing, one bimonthly visit to the probation 
officer. 
• Track 4: Drug court with drug testing and treatment provided by an outside 
contractor supervised by a probation officer. 
Sixty percent of all drug court participants were either still active in drug court , or 
had graduated at follow-up. There were no statistically significant differences between 
the drug court and standard probation in rearrest rate at I-year postprogram entry (i.e., 
16.95% and 15.37% rearrested in each group , respectively). This is obviously a fairly 
short follow-up period , given that 30% of drug court participants were still active in the 
drug court program at that time. Therefore , these data give little insight to the long-term 
efficacy of this program. 
Rearrest: Juveniles 
Apparently , the only data available to date on juvenile drug court rearrest rates 
has been reported in three review articles. All data appeared to be based on unpublished, 
in-house evaluations. The reviews included results from five, seven and five evaluations, 
respectively (Belenko, 1999, 2001; Belenko & Dembo, 2003); some of the data were 
overlapping between the 2001 and 2003 reviews. Obviously, compared to the adult drug 
court literature, studies on juvenile drug courts are few, and much of the research is 
descriptive in nature. The Utah Juvenile Court reported a 30% recidivism rate in the year 
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following program participation. However, this figure did not differ significantly from a 
comparison group. Orange County, Florida, reported a 10% rearrest rate during its 
program, and a 15% postprogram rearrest rate. However, the follow-up for postprogram 
was limited (from 20-434 days after leaving program). Los Angeles County reported a 
rearrest rate of26% for all program participants subsequent to program entry. An 
evaluation of the Summit County, Ohio, juvenile drug court utilized a randomized 
experimental tria1 (the only true experimental study of juvenile drug court known to this 
author). The follow-up occurred only 6 months post-admission, but positive findings 
were found. Drug court participants averaged one rearrest, while the control group 
averaged 2.3, and 11 % percent of drug court participants had three or more arrests, 
compared to 46% of the control group. 
Substance Use 
Very little data are available regarding the impact of drug court participation on 
substance use/abuse. One adult offender study compared rates of positive urinalysis for 
drugs across several adjudication conditions. It found that 5.4% of drug court 
participants tested positive for drug use. In contrast, 10.2% of subjects assigned to 
electronic monitoring, 13.2% placed on intensive supervision probation, and 24.5% 
assigned to general supervision tested positive. Another study of adult participants also 
found reduced rates of positive screens for drug use. Across 13 adult drug courts, 
approximately 10% of urinalyses tested were positive for drug use, while 31 % of 
urinalyses were positive for nondrug court offenders in the same jurisdictions. These two 
studies show fairly significant reductions in drug use ( or at least in testing positive for 
drugs) for drug court participants, relative to other forms of court supervision (Belenko, 
1999). 
The only data pertaining to substance abuse rates among juvenile drug court 
participants was provided by Cooper (2002), who reported that approximately 25% of 
urinalyses among juvenile drug court participants were positive (based on reports by 53 
programs that conducted over 130,000 tests). No control group rates were reported. 
Cost Savings 
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Another important outcome measured by drug court researchers is the estimated 
cost-savings realized through use of this system, compared to standard court procedures. 
Overall, results of studies utilizing diverse methodologies for estimating cost-savings 
have shown fairly large reductions in costs . The general consensus seems to be that the 
use of drug courts for adult offenders has resulted in actual and potential cost-savings 
through a reduction in jail costs (particularly pretrial detention). Furthermore, drug 
courts lead to reduced law enforcement costs; possibly associated with lower criminal 
activity and improved employment and reduced health care costs among former drug 
court participants. 
Further, studies have sought to estimate drug court-related savings over various 
time periods. It is important to keep in mind that these studies all have used different 
methodologies. Some methods of evaluating savings are conservative, while others try to 
include all possible cost-savings. 
A study of the Multnomah County adult drug court estimated savings in judicial 
costs of $2,476,795 for its 440 adult clients. Another study conducted by the State of 
Oregon estimated savings of $10, 223, 532 over 2 years. 
A number of studies estimated savings in victimization, public assistance, 
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medical claims costs and criminal justice costs attributable to adult drug court. For 
example, Riverside, California estimated cost-savings of $2,047,608 in 1 year due to drug 
court implementation. A study of the Honolulu drug court estimated that 43% of drug 
court participants would have been incarcerated without the program, a cost-savings of 
between $700,000-$800,000. Finally, studies in California have estimated the cost of 
treatment to be approximately one seventh of enforcement, and treatment carries many 
economic benefits in the future (Belenko, 1998). 
It is clear from the data cited that drug courts likely represent a means of reducing 
costs related to adjudication of drug offenders. However, these data are all related to 
adult drug courts. Therefore, an unanswered question is whether these cost-savings are 
realized in juvenile drug courts. 
Other Outcomes 
In an example of how treatment through the drug court may yield other benefits, a 
study of the Santa Barbara, California adult drug court evaluated problem scores in the 
areas of employment, addiction severity, medical, legal, family, and psychological 
problems. All measures, with exception of employment, improved from before to after 
drug court participation (after I year; Belenko, 1998). 
Cooper (2002) also reported that there are a number of outcomes for juvenile drug 
court that do not fit neatly into the categories discussed to this point. She stated that 
other outcomes linked to juvenile drug courts include 
improvements in academic performance, physical fitness, nutritional 
habits, and family relationships; increased involvement in school 
activities; development of plans for the future; and increased involvement 
with athletic, computer, drama, music, art, and/or other activities. 
(p. 1704) 
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However, the bases for these conclusions are not clear, nor are data cited to support them. 
A Comment on Juvenile Drug Court Outcomes 
The outcome research included to this point were all those related to juvenile drug 
court that could be found by the author. This indicates an obvious lack of data on which 
to base conclusions regarding the efficacy and utility of juvenile drug courts. This 
conclusion is echoed by other authors in the juvenile drug court literature , including 
Cooper, who stated "no comprehensive evaluations have yet been undertaken" (2002, 
p. 1704 ). This relative dearth of information is surprising given the high number of drug 
courts implemented in the recent past, and plans for many more in the near future. 
Predictors of Outcome 
As mentioned, there is little in the way of outcome research regarding juvenile 
drug courts. As such, it is not surprising that there has been little or no study of variables 
that may predict outcome. The only reference to possible predictors of juvenile drug 
court outcomes is found in the review by Belenko (2001 ), who reported limited data from 
Los Angeles and Orange counties. These two studies indicated that being White, having 
a misdemeanor offense rather than a felony, being in school, having a family with a 
positive attitude toward drug court, and being female were associated with higher rates of 
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drug court graduation. The present author has not located any studies in other published 
sources indicating the variables that may predict rearrest in juvenile drug court 
participants. As such, hints about the relevant predictor variables for both graduation and 
recidivism may be formulated from (a) research into predicting outcome (graduation and 
rearrest) in adult drug courts, and (b) studies of prediction of rearrest of juveniles placed 
in treatment modalities other than drug court. This research is reported in the section that 
follows. A summary of prediction of both graduation and recidivism is included at the 
end of this section. A number of studies and reviews have examined the adult drug court 
literature and found a number of predictors of graduation and recidivism that could be 
relevant to the present study. 
Predicting Graduation 
Rempel and Destefano (2001) examined the factors that predicted "treatment 
engagement" among 1,163 participants in the drug court program in the Brooklyn 
Treatment Court. While the analysis did not specifically examine correlates of 
graduation, the variables of interest were: (a) retention (in the program for more than 90 
days), and (b) engagement ( completing 4 months of drug-free and sanction-free 
participation). Utilizing multiple logistic regression, a higher level oflegal coercion was 
found to predict higher levels of both retention and engagement. This variable was 
measured by expected incarceration time in the event of program failure. (Further 
validation of legal coercion as a predictor of retention can be found in Young and Blenko 
(2002], which also draws from a sample of the Brooklyn Treatment Court.) Also 
correlated with retention and engagement was legal and emotional coercion. This 
variable was defined as having a Family Court case, whose outcome may hinge upon 
successful drug court outcome. They also found that participation during the first 30 
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days was important for predicting retention and engagement. Both participants' 
disappearance from the locale (leading to an arrest warrant), and not attending an initial 
treatment session during the first 30 days increased the probability of dropping out of the 
program. Other variables predictive of dropping out were younger age, heroin as primary 
drug of choice, prior misdemeanor convictions, and residency in a neighborhood rated 
high on a measure of social isolation. Social isolation was defined by having low-
income, a high female-male ratio, and high percentage of individuals under 18. These 
measures were purportedly indicative of a neighborhood with a high percentage of 
single-parent, female-headed households. 
Hartley and Phillips (2001) analyzed who graduated from an adult drug court in a 
sample of 196 drug court participants from ''the mid-Atlantic region of the United 
States." Utilizing logistic regression as a statistical method, they found that having 
employment and having finished high school predicted higher rates of program 
completion, while being non-White and having a referral for cocaine use predicted a 
lower rate of graduation. This model accounted for approximately 32% of variance in 
graduation status. Age, marital status, and number of days from criminal disposition to 
drug court entry were all found to be nonsignificant predictors. 
Butzin et al. (2002) examined whether status on a number of variables made a 
difference in completion rates among 116 drug court participants in the New Castle 
County, Delaware Superior Court. Multiple logistic regression found that higher 
education level, being employed, and less frequent drug use were statistically significant 
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predictors of completion. Gender, marital status, age, and primary drug of abuse (alcohol, 
cocaine, opiates, or marijuana) were not related to completion rates. Race by itself was 
not statistically significant, but an interaction between race and education was significant. 
Specifically, being White and possessing a high school equivalency (HSE) or higher 
education was related to much higher completion rates (91 % completion for Whites with 
HSE, 41 % for African Americans with HSE, 44% for Whites without HSE, 39% for 
African Americans without HSE). 
Miller and Shutt (2001) reviewed the records of 145 drug court participants and 
found that repeat offenses prior to entering drug court, crack cocaine as drug of choice, 
earlier age of onset of criminal activity, and prior drug treatment were all related to drug 
court failure. 
Vito and Tewksbury ( 1998), utilizing a statistical technique they refer to as the 
"chi-squared automatic interaction detector," found that African Americans were more 
likely to graduate within their sample of235 drug court participants. They also found 
that having a GED (high school equivalency) predicted higher graduation rates in Whites, 
but not in African Americans. The report did not clearly outline whether other variables 
were entered into the analysis (but were subsequently found to be nonsignificant). 
However , the researchers collected data on gender, social functioning, employment and 
mental health problems, and treatment history. 
In contrast, Sechrest and Shicor (2001) found that Caucasian participants had a 
higher rate of graduation than African American and Hispanic participants among a 
sample of 102 drug court participants in Riverside , California. Chronic marijuana usage , 
and receiving governmental financial assistance were also predictors of lower graduation 
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rates. They also found nonsignificant trends toward higher graduation rates among older , 
female participants, while those with more past arrests had lower rates of graduation. 
Schiff and Terry ( 1997) also found ( utilizing logistic regression) that being 
Caucasian helped predict higher rates of graduation in sample of 418 drug court 
participants in the Broward County, Florida, drug court. Lower education and higher 
rates of crack usage prior to program entry predicted reduced rates of graduation. Age , 
marital status , length of time in current living arrangement , number of close friends , 
number of dependents , number of weeks worked in the last year , number of arrests in 
past 5 years , frequency of alcohol , marijuana and cocaine use , and amount of time spent 
in treatment during the last 5 years failed to correlate with graduation . 
Brewster (2001) utilized survival analysis to determine which factors , if any, 
predicted drop-out of active drug court participants. She found that African Americans 
were significantly more likely to drop -out of drug court early than Caucasians . Hispanic 
participants were in between these two groups in terms of drop -out , and were not 
significantly different from either group. Gender , drug of choice , and frequency of drug 
use were not found to add to this survival analysis. 
Festinger et al. (2001) and Marlowe et al. (2003) examined the impact of the 
:frequency of status hearings on graduation and retention in what appears to be the same 
sample of 181 drug court participants in Wilmington , Delaware . Subjects were randomly 
assigned to attend status hearings twice weekly or to attend status hearing on an as-
needed basis (determined by the judge, case manager or treatment provider). They found 
no statistically significant impact of treatment condition on graduation, weeks of 
abstinence , counseling sessions attended, self-reported drug and alcohol use , or self-
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reported criminal activity. In fact, while not significant, graduation was slightly higher in 
the "as-needed" group (58% vs. 49% in the "biweekly" group). These results were 
contrary to the authors' expectations that more frequent supervision would be helpful for 
maintaining program compliance, and, therefore, graduation. They did, however, find an 
interaction effect for antisocial personality disorder (ASPD) diagnosis and treatment 
condition. Individuals without an ASPD diagnosis were significantly more likely to 
graduate when assigned to the "as-needed" condition (68 vs. 50% for those in the 
biweekly condition). Individuals diagnosed with ASPD were more likely to graduate 
when assigned to the biweekly condition ( 48 vs. 36% for those assigned to as-needed), 
though this difference was not statistically significant. This interaction was also found 
for weeks of abstinence among those with diagnosed ASPD (i.e., offenders diagnosed 
with ASPD achieved more weeks of urinalysis-confirmed abstinence in the bi-weekly 
condition). 
An interaction effect was also found for prior history of substance abuse 
treatment and treatment condition in respect to number of weeks of achieved abstinence. 
Individuals with a prior treatment history achieved more weeks of abstinence in the 
biweekly condition, while individuals without a treatment history achieved more weeks 
of abstinence in the as-needed condition. Clients with prior substance abuse treatment 
also had higher baseline substance abuse problems as measured by Addiction Severity 
Index (ASI) scores. This may indicate that individuals with more severe substance abuse 
problems and diagnoses of ASPD would benefit from more frequent supervision in the 
form of status hearings. 
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Another published study examined the prediction of graduation in the 
Wilmington, Delaware, drug court, but with a different sample of 344 participants (Saum 
et al., 2001). The authors utilized logistic regression to identify a model predicting 
graduation status, and found that clients who were older, noncrack users, and had a 
shorter criminal history were more likely to graduate from drug court. This model 
accounted for only 9% of the observed variance in graduation. Independent variables not 
found to be helpful in prediction of graduation included gender, race/ethnicity, type and 
length of treatment during drug court, and prior arrest history. 
Beckerman and Fontana (2001) examined the use of"enhanced" services for 
women and African American males in a drug court program in South Florida. 
Treatment was conducted in a smaller group format, and only included female clients in 
one group and African American males in the other group. These groups focused on 
cultural and political contexts of addiction. A comparison group was identified as drug 
court participants who were in drug court before the change was made to the enhanced 
treatment format. Data analyses found that females and African American males who 
participated in the enhanced treatment format were retained in treatment longer and had 
fewer positive urinalyses. This data indicates a relative advantage of this enhanced 
treatment format for females and African American males who had traditionally been 
unsuccessful in prior research. 
A qualitative study conducted by Wolf and Colyer (2001) identified a number of 
process variables relevant to graduation from drug court. Through the systematic coding 
of problems and "everyday hassles" discussed by participants during drug court sessions, 
and coding of compliance with treatment, they were able to identify some patterns of 
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participation in drug court. Four patterns of recovery for participants were identified: 
"clear sailors" who seemed to always be in compliance at court hearings; "late bloomers " 
who started with difficulties, but developed a pattern of regular compliance; "occasional 
stumblers" who usually were in compliance, but would occasionally have difficulties; 
and "chronic stumblers" who seemed to chronically be out-of-compliance with program 
goals and requirements. This pattern appears to be important for program completion, in 
that 74% of graduates ' appearances were coded as compliant, while only 39% of 
appearances by those who terminated early from the program were coded as compliant . 
Analyses showed that those who were clear sailors were much less likely to mention 
every day problems (i.e., physical health, mental health, problems with housing, 
cravings, :financial problems, relationships, etc.) during their court appearances. When 
they did mention problems, they tended to be fewer than the other identified groups. 
This qualitative research does not allow investigators to make any causal attributions. 
However , it does appear that individuals who are compliant with treatment, and have 
better success appear to report fewer problems or hassles during their hearings . The 
authors concluded that those who were clear sailors appeared to have, or developed 
during drug court, coping resources or problem solving techniques that those who 
struggled in drug court did not. 
Table 5 is a summary of all the predictor variables investigated in the 
aforementioned studies. It includes the number of studies that found significant results 
for that predictor, the number that did not find significant results, and comments on the 
direction of these relationships . No comments are made for variables on which there was 
only one study not supporting its utility as a predictor variable. 
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Table 5 
Summary of Relative Evidence for Possible Predictors of Graduation in Studies Cited 
# of studies 
# of studies did not 
support as support as 
Predictor predictors predictor Comments 
Race 4 2 Mixed evidence ; some studies show African 
Americans have highest rates of graduation, 
while most have found that Whites have the 
highest rate. Some evidence that Whites with 
higher education (high school or requivalence) 
tend to do better as well . 
Primary drug 3 2 Some evidence that drug of choice of either 
crack or heroin predicts lower rate of 
graduation. 
Age 3 3 Younger age predicts lower rates of graduation 
in some studies . 
Education 3 0 Higher education, having a diploma predicted 
higher rates of graduation. 
Gender 4 The one study that did fine it significant found 
males less likely to graduate . 
Level of coercion 2 Higher perceived and objective coercion 
predicts higher rates of retention . 
Prior offenses 2 2 Criminal history/prior offenses to drug court 
entry predict lower graduation rates . 
Employment 2 2 In studies that found it significant, having a job 
predicted higher rates of graduation . 
SES factors 2 Measures of neighborhoods showing low-
income, high percentage of single mothers 
related to lower graduation rates in some 
studies. 
Marital status 3 No evidence for this variable . 
Time to enter This was a measure of time to enter treatment 
treatment andhearings from arrest, and was found 
nonsignificant. 
Drug use history 2 2 More frequent drug usage (particularly crack 
and marijuana) related to higher rates of failure 
in some studies, but not others. 
(table continues) 
Predictor 
Criminal history 
Prior drug treatment 
Receiving 
governmental 
assistance 
Social stability 
Treatment variables 
in drug court 
Frequency of 
supervision 
"Enhanced " (gender-
and race-specific) 
treatment 
"Everyday" problems 
Type and length of 
treatment 
Time elapsed from 
arrest to treatment 
entry 
Predicting Rearrest 
# of studies 
support as 
predictors 
2 
# of studies 
did not 
support as 
predictor 
2 
Comments 
Younger age at first offense or longer length of 
criminal history predicted lower graduation 
rates. 
Receiving some form of governmental 
assistance predicted lower graduation . 
Variables included time in current living 
arrangement, number of friends , children . 
Type and length of treatment not found to 
predict graduation . 
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More frequent supervision predicted higher rates 
of graduation in one study. In the study that did 
not find supervision a significant predictor 
overall did find an interaction effect with a 
diagnosis of ASPD, in that those with the 
diagnosis were more likely to graduate with 
more frequent supervision . 
Women and African Americans given an 
enhanced treatment which focused on gender-
and race-specific issues were more likely to 
graduate . 
Program graduates tended to report fewer 
problems and everyday hassls than those that 
did not graduate. 
Across reviews, graduation from the program is a relevant predictor of rearrest 
among adult drug court participants. In his review of eight published studies of drug 
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court effectiveness, Stein (1999) postulated a relationship between program graduation 
and rearrest . Data from several studies support the conclusion that drop-out from drug 
court seemed to be a "behavioral marker" for near-certain drug/crime recidivism. The 
Drug Court Clearinghouse and Technical Assistance Project (1999) report also pointed to 
an apparent relationship between graduation and lower recidivism, citing a 5-28% 
recidivism rate for all program attendees, and a 4% recidivism rate for program 
graduates. However, as mentioned earlier , the sources of the data utilized for this 
conclusion are largely unpublished. 
In his first review, Belenko (1998) offered no conclusions about variables that 
may predict outcome . In fact , he stated that there is a need for prediction studies to be 
conducted . However , in his later 1999 review, Belenko cited data showing that program 
graduates consistently show lower rates of rearrest. Furthermore , he cited two studies 
(Escambia County , Florida, and King County, Washington) showing that younger age 
predicted rearrest in drug court participants. Further, the Escambia county study found 
that number of previous arrests predicted future rearrest. Additionally, two evaluations 
(Madison County , Illinois, and Escambia County , Florida) found evidence that for 
individuals who fail the program, longer time in the program predicted lower rearrest 
rates. Interestingly, Belenko ' s 2001 review discussed no studies assessing predictor 
variables of rearrest . This may suggest that no new research on the topic had been 
conducted between the time the two were written. 
A literature search conducted by the present author identified a number of studies 
that point to possible variables that may predict recidivism in adult drug court 
participants. 
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Fielding et al. (2002) found a lower rate of rearrest among program graduates 
(20% vs. 33% for nongraduates). Peters and Murrin (2000; a study described earlier in 
this paper) found rearrest rates of20% for program graduates and at 79% for 
nongraduates at 12 months, and 48% for graduates and 86% for nongraduates at 30 
months in a study of two Florida drug courts. Vito and Tewksbury (1998) also found that 
graduation from program predicted better outcomes regarding recidivism. Their 
dependent variable was slightly different in that it focused on reconviction rather than 
rearrest (which will obtain slightly lower numbers as not all rearrests will end in a 
reconviction). The reconviction rate in program graduates was 13.2%, while it was 
59.5% in nongraduates. They also found that daily marijuana users who did not 
complete the program were most likely to have a reconviction (70.3% of these 
participants had a reconviction). Goldkamp et al. (2001) reported rearrest rates at 2-year 
follow-up for graduates and nongraduates for the Portland and Las Vegas drug courts . 
The Portland program reported rearrests among 33% of graduates, while 55% of 
nongraduates were rearrested for any offense. For drug offenses, the percentage 
rearrested was 15 and 36 for graduates and nongraduates, respectively. The figures for 
Las Vegas were even more striking, with 39% of graduates being rearrested, while 74% 
of nongraduates were rearrested. For drug-related arrests, only 12% of graduates were 
rearrested versus 42% of nongraduates. 
Bavon (2001) found that the youngest subset of participants accounted for a 
majority of arrests. Specifically, the age range of participants in this study was 17 to 44, 
with a mean of close to 30. However, 58% of all rearrests were accounted for by those 
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between the ages of 17-24, indicating that younger participants may be more likely to be 
rearrested. 
Wolfe et al. (2002), utilizing multiple logistic regression in a sample of 616 drug 
court participants in San Mateo, California, found that prior convictions and younger age 
increased the odds of rearrest, while program graduation decreased the odds of rearrest. 
This model accounted for approximately 20% of variance in observed rearrest (with the 
dependent variable a categorical variable ofrearrest/no rearrest) . Ethnicity, type of arrest 
(misdemeanor or felony), marital status , days in pretrial custody, sanctions imposed, and 
employment at release were not found to aid in prediction of rearrest in this study. 
Spohn et al. (2001), utilizing a sample of285 drug court participants from 
Douglas County, Nebraska, found that being younger , male, and having a prior criminal 
record predicted rearrest during a 12-month follow-up period utilizing logistic regression 
to analyze the data. There was also a strong positive relationship between the number of 
times an offender was arrested in the 12 months prior to entering drug court and 
subsequently being arrested during the 12-month follow-up period. Similar results were 
obtained in a survival analysis that looked at the prediction of the amount of time until 
rearrest. Again, being younger, male, and having a higher number of arrests in the 
previous year predicted a shorter time to rearrest after leaving drug court . Ethnicity had 
no impact on recidivism in this study. 
Peters et al. (2001) found in a sample of226 drug court participants in Okaloosa 
and Escambia, Florida that rearrest at 12 months and 30 months after leaving drug court 
supervision was significantly lower among graduates than in nongraduates . 
Furthermore , this study also found that the amount of time spent in the drug court 
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program, even without graduation, was important for predicting subsequent rearrest, as 
longer time in program predicted less rearrest. Table 6 is taken directly from this study 
that shows the mean, standard deviation, and range of the number of arrests at 12 and 30 
months after leaving drug court, as well as the percentage of individuals with at least one 
arrest in this sample divided by the amount of time spent in drug court. There is a fairly 
clear trend for reduced mean rearrests for those who had been in the program longer, 
though the differences between groups separated by time spent in drug court at the 30-
month follow-up were nonsignificant. 
Miethe, Lu, and Reese (2000) found that individuals who participated in the Las 
Vegas Drug Court Program 1995 were actually more likely to recidivate than those who 
participated in standard court proceedings in a 12-month follow-up period in 1997. They 
did not report statistics for recidivism during 1996 as a percentage of the comparison 
group subjects were incarcerated ( and therefore , did not have the opportunity to 
recidivate). The comparison group was a sample matched to the group in drug court on 
type and severity of drug charges. However, it is unclear why these participants were not 
in drug court. Therefore , it calls into question whether there might be a selection bias in 
the comparison group . The authors stated that, indeed, the drug court group had more 
prior arrests than the control group, but also noted that they addressed this difference 
statistically. Having raised these concerns, they found that attendees of the drug court 
program were more likely to recidivate. They also found that non- White drug court 
attendees were more likely to recidivate (via any offense) than Whites, and that those 
who recidivated in 1996 were more likely to recidivate again in 1997. There was also 
some evidence for higher involvement with controlled substances (illegal drugs) and 
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Table 6 
Table from Peters, Haas, and Hunt "Follow-Up Arrests by 'Treatment Dosage' Group" 
Group 
12-month follow-up 
Nongrads with 0 - 90 days 
Nongrads with 91-180 days 
Nongrads with 181-270 days 
Nongrads with >270 days 
Graduates 
30-month follow-up 
Nongrads with 0-90 days 
Nongrads with 91-180 days 
Nograds with 181-270 days 
Nongrads with >270 days 
Graduates 
M 
0.22 
0.71 
SD 
1.92 
2.50 
1.52 
0.87 
.53 
3.11 
2.68 
2.12 
1.84 
1.12 
Range % Arrested 
1.78 0-8 72.2 
1.60 0-6 88.2 
1.08 0-4 84.0 
1.20 0-6 54.8 
0-3 17.9 
2.63 0-13 80.6 
2.51 0-8 81.8 
1.36 0-5 88.0 
2.00 0.9 74.2 
0.5 42.0 
more frequent prior offenses making recidivism more likely for drug court participants. 
Age, gender, prior drug possession and drug sale charges, and marijuana and 
methamphetamine use did not help to predict recidivism. Interaction effects showed that 
the number of prior offenses was predictive of recidivism in the drug court sample, but 
not in the control group, and that cocaine offenders were much more likely to reoffend in 
the comparison group than the drug court group. 
Banks and Gottfredson (2003) utilized survival analyses to determine the effects 
of supervision (by parole and/or probation officers) and attendance of multicomponent 
treatment (which could include inpatient, outpatient, methadone maintenance, 
detoxification, residential, and/or acupuncture) on failure (defined by rearrest or 
incarceration) in a sample of 138 drug court participants in Baltimore, Maryland. They 
found that treatment attendance made a significant difference in time-to-rearrest, with 
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60% of drug court participants who attended treatment still "surviving" (not having a 
rearrest) at 24-month follow-up, while only 20% of drug court participants not attending 
treatment could be classified this way. This percentage was similar to that of individuals 
in the control group not attending drug court. Drug court participants who received 
supervision were also more likely to be surviving at 24-months with 37% receiving 
supervision and 26% not receiving supervision still without a rearrest or incarceration at 
that time. This difference approached statistical significance (p = .06) . This study shows 
that the additional supervision provided by drug court is important for good outcomes. 
Further, the study demonstrates the essential nature of treatment received during program 
participation. In fact, individuals receiving regular treatment during drug court were 
three times more likely to survive a 24-month follow-up period without rearrest or 
incarceration. 
Listwan et al. (2003) utilized a quasiexperimental design to study the impact of 
drug court on rearrest rates , and to determine which variables were helpful in predicting 
general recidivism, as well as drug-related recidivism in a sample of 525 drug-involved 
offenders eligible for drug court in Cincinnati, Ohio. Among the prospective subjects, 
301 participated in drug court, 224 either did not want treatment or were disqualified by 
drug court staff. Logistic regression analyses involving the entire sample showed that 
female gender, minority status, younger age, and less than a high school education 
predicted higher rates of recidivism for any offense (accounting for 11.8% of variance). 
In regard to predicting drug-related offenses, comparison group members (no drug court 
involvement), women , and younger participants had higher rates of offenses (accounting 
for 14.7% of variance). When only drug court participants were included in a similar 
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analysis, the model predicting recidivism for any offense was nonsignificant. However, 
predicting drug-related offenses, the variables oflonger time at-risk (i.e., time since last 
arrest), and having fewer status hearings predicted higher rates of drug offenses. This 
model accounted for 17.3% of variance. Prior arrests, type of consequences levied (fine, 
probation , license suspension), Offender Profile Index score (a measure of substance 
abuse severity) were all nonsignificant in the above analyses. 
Table 7 is a listing of all the predictor variables cited in the aforementioned 
studies , the number of studies that found the predictor to be significant, the number of 
studies that did not find them useful for prediction, and comments on the direction of 
these relationships. No comments are made for variables on which there was only one 
study not supporting its utility as a predictor variable . 
Summary of Adult Drug Court Outcome Prediction 
Taken together , the studies examining prediction of drug court outcome allow 
several conclusions. First , graduation from drug court appears to be a powerful predictor 
of lower recidivism rates . Six studies cited above found this variable to be a significant 
predictor. Also, prior convictions and more severe criminal history appears to be an 
important predictor ofrecidivism, but has received mixed results for the prediction of 
graduation. Level of perceived coercion , and more frequent supervision during drug 
court appears to have utility for predicting outcome. Higher levels of perceived coercion 
and more frequent supervision appear to help predict better outcomes, and deserve more 
study. 
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Table 7 
Summary of Relative Evidence for Possible Predictors of Rearrest in Studies Cited 
# of studies # of studies did 
support as not support as 
Predictor predictor predictor Comments 
Graduation 6 Most robust predictor of recidivism across 
many studies . 
Prior convictions 5 Also a very powerful predictor of recidivism , 
prior conviction for any type of offense and 
for sale offenses predict recidivism . 
Age 3 Younger age at program entry appears to 
predict more recidivism . 
Drug use history 2 More involvement with illegal drugs and 
controlled substances predicts recidivism , 
daily marijuana use predictive ofrecidivism. 
Gender 2 One study supported male gender , one 
supported female gender as predictor of 
higher general recidivism . 
Time in treatment Some evidence that longer time in program 
predicted lower rates of recidivism , but less 
apparent at longer follow-up. 
Supervision Trend was approaching significance (p = 
.06) that supervision predicted longer time 
without rearrest or incarceration . 
Treatment Attending some form of treatment during 
attendance drug court predicted longer time to rearrest 
or incarceration. 
Time at risk More time since last arrest increased 
likelihood of drug rearrest. 
Race/ethnicity 2 2 Non-Whites (minorities) more likely to 
recidivate in two studies . 
Marijuana use 
Methamphetamine 
use 
Felony versus 
misdemeanor 
arrest 
(table continues) 
Predictor 
Marital status 
Time inpretrial 
custody 
Offender Profile 
Index (measure of 
substance abuse) 
# of studies 
support as 
predictor 
# of studies did 
not support as 
predictor Comments 
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Studies examining variables related to past substance use and/or abuse as 
predictor variables are very mixed. Some studies show that more frequent drug usage, as 
well as using more addictive drugs such as heroin or crack may be indicative of poorer 
outcomes ; however , these :findings were not replicated consistently across studies . 
Demographic variables have some utility for the prediction of outcome , but much 
of the research is mixed, and shows contradictory findings. However , younger age 
appears to be a reliable predictor of recidivism, but shows more mixed results as 
predictors of program graduation. Results of studies utilizing race as a predictor have 
been mixed. Most studies showing significant results report that minority status appears 
to predict poorer outcomes , but some studies reported that Black participants had higher 
rates of graduation. Furthermore, a high proportion of studies (two of four for rearrest 
and two of six for graduation) did not find that race was at all helpful in predicting 
outcome . 
Gender has obtained mixed results as a predictor of outcome. Of five studies that 
examined gender as a predictor of graduation, only one found significant results. This 
study found that males were less likely to graduate. In predicting rearrest , one study 
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found males had higher rates of rearrest, while another found the exact opposite (i.e., 
females had higher rates) . Socioeconomic factors related to environment, including 
measures of income and percentage of single mothers in an area, appear to have some 
utility in predicting graduation. Educational background appears to have utility for 
predicting program graduation; however, no studies were found that utilized this variable 
for prediction of rearrest. Employment variables had mixed results for predicting 
graduation, while the one study examining this variable for rearrest did not find 
significant results. Marital status consistently is not helpful in predicting outcomes in the 
available studies. 
General Data on Prediction of Rearrest/Delinquency 
Among Juvenile Offenders 
At this point , there have been no known studies examining the prediction of 
rearrest in juvenile drug courts. Therefore , the following section, which examines the 
prediction of rearrest in juveniles in programs other than drug court, is included for the 
purpose of providing basis for data-based hypotheses regarding juvenile rearrest. 
A number of studies have summarized the predictors of arrest/rearrest among 
juvenile offenders outside of the drug court program. Several meta-analyses that help to 
examine trends in the literature , along with a number of individual studies , are presented 
in this section. 
Cottle , Lee, and Heilbrun (2001) conducted a meta-analysis of23 studies 
published between 1983-2000 that specifically examined the prediction ofrearrest in 
juveniles. The studies reviewed were not broken down by type of arrest history. 
55 
Therefore, there is no way of knowing if those arrested for drug-related offenses differed 
in meaningful ways from those arrested for other types of offenses. For example, it is 
possible that the prediction of rearrest for drug-related offenders may differ significantly 
from, for example, violent offenders. 
In reviewing these 23 studies (22 of which were from unique samples) Cottle et 
al. (2001) identified 30 variables that served as possible predictors of outcome. They 
categorized them into eight domains: (a) demographic information (gender , race and 
socioeconomic status) , (b) offense history (age at first contact with the law, age at first 
commitment , number of prior arrests , number of prior commitments, type of crimes 
committed and length of first incarceration), (c) family and social factors (having been a 
victim of physical and sexual abuse, living with a single parent , parent pathology , 
number of out of home placements , family problems such as poor relationships , effective 
use of leisure time and having delinquent peers), (d) educational factors (history of 
special education, school attendance and school achievement), (e) standardized test 
scores (standardized achievement, verbal IQ, performance IQ, full scale IQ), 
(f) substance use history (substance use and substance abuse), (g) clinical factors (severe 
pathology such as psychosis or suicidality, nonsevere pathology such as stress or anxiety, 
conduct problems and history of treatment) , and (h) formal risk assessment. 
Interestingly, they excluded age as a possible predictor variable due to the limited range 
of ages in most studies (i.e., 14-18 in most studies). 
To analyze which variables helped predict rearrest , weighted mean effect sizes 
were computed for the 30 variables. These were obtained by computing correlation 
coefficients for each study, and weighting based on computing the number of additional 
subjects with null results required to reduce the predictor variable to nonsignificance. 
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Table 8 reports data from their study. It lists the predictor variables in order of 
the size of weighted mean effect size (Zr), the number of studies that looked at that 
variable (k) along with the total sample sizes utilized in studying that variable (n), and the 
calculated number of subjects with null results that would be required to make the 
predictor variable nonsignificant (n.,). 
The table shows that there are a number of statistically significant predictors of 
recidivism in juveniles . In fact, of the 30 variables, only 8 were not statistically 
significant. As such, addressing which of these variables is statistically significant may 
not be the most important task. Indeed , a statistically significant correlational 
relationship was found between 22 of the 30 studied variables and rearrest . However , 
venturing meaningful predictions with these variables may be called into question due to 
the size of the correlations. 
For example, socioeconomic status has a weighted mean correlation that is 
statistically significant at the .001 level. However, the actual size of the weighted mean 
correlation is .065. The amount of variance accounted for is .0042. This indicates that 
socioeconomic status , while statistically significant, accounts for only a fraction of 1 % of 
the total variance. Therefore, while this variable may be correlated with rearrest, it may 
not be ecologically meaningful. 
The age of first commitment and age of first contact with the law appear to be the 
two strongest predictors ofrearrest. Also , the length of one's first incarceration, number 
of prior commitments, and type of crime all appear to be important variables. 
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Table 8 
Predictors of Recidivism in Juveniles (from Cottle, Lee, & Heilbrun , 2001) 
Variable Zr n k nx 
Age at first commitment -.346 •• 720 3 2273 
Age at first contact with the law __ 341 •• 1225 8 3298 
Nonsevere pathology .305 .. 953 7 2244 
Family problems .277 .. 1054 5 2165 
Conduct problems .255 .. 1667 7 6949 
Effective use ofleisure time -.233 .. 588 2 1343 
Delinquent peers .204•• 1525 7 2842 
Length of first incarceration .187 .. 641 4 1022 
Number of out-of-home placement .184 .. 424 3 617 
Number of prior commitments .174 .. 585 4 699 
Type of crime .159·· 10267 7 81345 
Standardized achievement score -.153 .. 506 3 599 
Substance abuse .149 .. 1111 7 1273 
Full scale IQ score -.142·· 1756 6 5014 
History of special education _130· 432 2 472 
Risk assessment instruments .118 .. 10353 8 60117 
History of abuse .112 .. 9949 5 59436 
Gender (male) .111 .. 9671 3 38698 
Verbal IQ score -.11r 716 4 522 
Single parent .010·· 10501 5 37930 
Severe pathology .069 346 2 ns 
Race (minority) .061·· 10121 6 30018 
Socioeconomic status .065·· 10363 3 36703 
Number of prior arrests .058 10155 7 26145 
School attendance -.048 299 2 ms 
Parentpathology .047 529 3 ns 
Performance IQ score -.031 491 2 ns 
School report of achievement -.028 10025 6 ns 
History of treatment .019 9366 2 ns 
Substance use .014 9366 2 ns 
• p < .01. 
.. p < .001. 
Further, nonsevere psychopathology and conduct problems appear to be fairly 
strong predictors of rearrest among juveniles, while other clinical factors such as severe 
pathology and past treatment, do not. 
Family problems, effective use ofleisure time, and delinquent peers appear to 
also be relatively strong predictors of rearrest. Furthermore, there is a general pattern 
that would seem to indicate that the family and social factors identified in this study are 
generally important variables to consider in predicting rearrest. 
58 
In looking at individual studies, one which appears to be particularly relevant is 
that of Farabee, Haiking, Hser , Grella, and Anglin (2001). This research was conducted 
as an investigation of data from the larger DATOS-A study, a multicenter (Chicago, 
Minneapolis, Pittsburgh , and Portland) prospective study on drug treatment effectiveness . 
The study involved 1,167 adolescents in community-based treatment. The authors' 
logistic regression revealed that alcohol and marijuana use reduction was the only 
variable predictive of lower rates of recidivism (though other variables examined 
included age, ethnicity, gender, negative peer reference groups , family problems, number 
of adults in household , physical health, depression , conduct disorder , suicidal 
ideation/attempts , physical/sexual abuse, drug-related crime, and level of drug use). 
Another study based on the same data set found that White youth were more 
likely than African American youth to be involved in serious illegal activity 
posttreatment. Serious illegal activity was defined as any crime involving confrontation 
of the victim, such as assault , rape, or armed robbery . Race was not a significant 
predictor of regular substance abuse or HIV-risk behavior posttreatment (Rounds-Bryant 
& Staab, 2001). 
Niarhos and Routh (1992) randomly selected 234 male juveniles who had been 
arrested and subsequently evaluated by a court-administered clinic that provides 
diagnostic services for a metropolitan Florida county court. Thirty-eight independent 
variables were identified that were subsequently studied as possible predictors of (a) 
disposition to probation; (b) placement to treatment, foster care, group home, halfway 
house, institutional facility, structured residential facility or corrections; and ( c) 
recidivism within one year of initial violation and court involvement. Independent 
variables assessed for possible prediction of these outcomes included: number of prior 
offenses , detention placement prior to adjudicatory hearing, rating of academic 
achievement (by a psychologist), history of substance abuse, psychologist's placement 
recommendation, age, race, current offense, age at first offense, current living situation, 
primary caretaker, quality of home conditions, history of parent mental disorder, legal 
status of parents, parent substance abuse, prior dependency referrals, IQ range, test 
behavior, history of psychological functioning, presence of psychotic behavior , 
association with delinquent peers, and history of assaultive behavior. 
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Zero-order correlations, and then step-wise logistic regression ( disposition) and 
multiple regression (recidivism) were examined to determine the relationships of these 
independent variables predicted dependent variables. For predicting placement/ 
disposition decisions, number of prior arrests and detention placement prior to 
adjudicatory hearing helped predict placement, with more prior arrests and placement in 
detention predicting more restrictive placements. This model accounted for 25% of 
variance in this dependent variable based on the measure of R2• Prior arrests, academic 
achievement, and history of substance abuse helped predict recidivism, with more prior 
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arrests, lower academic achievement and a presence of previous substance abuse 
predicted more frequent recidivism. The amount of variance accounted for in this model 
was also 25%. 
Benda, Corwyn, and Toombs (2001) utilized logistic regression procedures to 
predict who among a sample of248 adolescent "serious offenders" would go on to enter 
the adult correctional system within a 2-year follow-up period. The following list of 
variables were helpful in predicting entry into the adult correctional system: prior 
commitments, male gender, gang membership, history of carrying weapons, peers 
present during commission of offense, younger age at first arrest, younger age of first 
substance use, non-Caucasian status , history of neglect or abuse, larger family size, 
higher scores on a substance abuse measure, higher scores on a measure of alienation, 
parental drug use, higher scores on social maladjustment, single-parent household, 
aggression and high psychopathic deviate (pd) scores on the MMPI. The authors did not 
report the amount of variance accounted for by this large set of variables. 
Myers, Stewart, and Brown ( 1998) recruited 166 adolescents who were diagnosed 
with conduct disorder from two urban inpatient substance abuse treatment units, and 
identified factors that predicted progression to a diagnosis of antisocial personality 
disorder (ASPD). At 4-year follow-up, 61 % of the sample had progressed to a diagnosis 
of ASPD. Logistic regression procedures identified the following predictors of this 
progression: onset of deviant behavior before age 10, greater diversity of deviant 
behavior, and more extensive pretreatment drug abuse. This model was able to 
accurately predict 77% of individuals having, or not having ASPD at the 4-year 
follow-up. 
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Wasserman et al. (2003) published a review article that was compiled by a group 
of 39 experts on child delinquency and psychopathology, whose work was coordinated 
by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). This article 
identified protective factors as well as listed possible risk factors related to the 
development of child delinquency, separated by whether these factors relate to the 
individual child, the child's family, peers, or broader community, and school factors. 
Protective factors listed include female gender, early prosocial behavior (empathy), 
appropriate language development, and academic performance. Table 9 lists the risk 
factors identified by this review. 
Summary of the General Delinquency and 
Recidivism Prediction Literature 
In summary, it would appear that the variable most commonly associated with 
recidivism in juveniles is prior arrest history. Age of first commitment and age of first 
contact with the law along with the severity of individual offenses are likely useful 
variables for predicting future recidivism. Other variables that may be of use are family 
and social problems, some aspects of clinical history such as nonsevere pathology and 
conduct disorder behaviors, as well as reductions in substance use may be useful 
predictors of rearrest in the general juvenile offender population. Age appears to have 
some mixed utility according to the research cited, in that some studies seem to point to 
younger age predicting more frequent recidivism, while this is not the case in others. 
Table 9 
Risk Factors for the Development of Childhood Offending and/or Delinquency from 
Wasserman et al. (2003) 
Individual Factors 
Family 
Peer 
Early antisocial behavior 
Emotional factors such as behavioral activation or low behavioral inhibition 
Poor cognitive development 
LowIQ 
Hyperactivity 
Inadequate parenting (conflict over discipline, fewer positive interactions) 
Maltreatment 
Family violence 
Divorce 
Parental psychopathology 
Familial antisocial behavior 
Teenage parenthood 
Single parenthood 
Larger family size 
Association with deviant peers 
Peer rejection 
Community and School Factors 
Failure to "bond" to school 
Poor academic performance 
Low academic aspiration 
Poverty 
Disadvantaged/Disorganized inner-city neighborhood 
Access to weapons 
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Factors Related to Adolescent Substance 
Abuse Treatment 
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Much of the relevant research that has been cited in the use of drug courts in 
treating substance abuse problems and criminal behavior comes from the adult drug court 
literature. Certainly, there are differences between treating adolescents and adults in any 
context. As such, this section was written to include the factors relevant to this 
difference, and how the focus of treatment may need to be different. 
Research continues to show that drug use and criminal activity appear to be 
inextricably linked, though there is not necessarily a causal link. Research has shown 
that prevalence of past month drug use has been shown to be highest among 16-20-year-
olds, and likewise the highest rates of criminal activity in young adults peaks around the 
age of 17 (Farabee et al., 2001) . As mentioned earlier in this paper, between 40-69% of 
all juvenile arrestees test positive for drugs at time of arrest (National Institutes of 
Justice, 1999). Van Kammen and Loeber (1994) found that younger onset of drug use 
was related to increased frequency of criminal behaviors. These writers also found that 
one of the primary paths linking drug use to other forms of crime is participation in the 
activity of drug sales. Hser, Grella, Collins, and Teruya (2003) reported that 57% of 
1,031 adolescents involved in a large multicenter adolescent drug treatment sample were 
diagnosable with conduct disorder, indicating the high rate of concordance between the 
this diagnosis and substance use/abuse in adolescents in treatment. Furthermore, they 
reported that the first instances of conduct disorder symptomology were prior to first 
substance use. 
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Additionally, there appears to be a relationship between emotional problems and 
substance use. Stevens, Murphy, and McKnight (2003) identified that individuals with 
acute levels of traumatic stress, particularly in females, showed higher levels of 
substance abuse, mental health problems, and HIV-risk behaviors in a sample of drug-
abuse treatment participants , indicating this may be an important variable to assess in this 
population. A study conducted by Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 
Administration (SAMHSA , 1999) showed that adolescents who self-reported emotional 
problems were approximately four times more likely to have a substance dependence 
disorder and seven times more likely to have used illegal drugs in the past month. While 
there is no way to establish a causal link one way or the other at this point , the high rates 
of comorbid problems with substance abuse , psychopathology , and criminal behavior 
indicates that treating these issues simultaneously would be the best practice , a practice 
that is attempted in the juvenile drug court. 
Research has found that up to 60% of all adolescent substance abusers relapse 
within the first three months of discharge from a residential facility, and anywhere from 
80-92% relapse within 12 months. This relapse is generally attributed to re-exposure to 
the same environment and stressors that promoted substance abuse in the first place. To 
many experts, it also indicates a need for quality aftercare programs (Terry, VanderWaa~ 
McBride, & Van Buren, 2000). A study that followed 162 adolescents for 4 years after 
alcohol and drug treatment found that there was a large reduction in substance abuse at 6-
months follow-up , with progressive increases across the next follow-up periods (1 year, 2 
year, and 4 year). Rates of substance use at 4-year follow-up were still significantly 
lower than that at intake . For example , I-month prevalence of marijuana use at intake 
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was 84%, but at follow-ups, the rate was 35%, 38% , 42%, and 44% at 6 months, 1 year, 
2 years , and 4 years, respectively (Brown et al., 2001). 
An examination of the DATOS-A data (described earlier) found that severity of 
drug use predicted lower rates of retention and completion of outpatient drug treatment, 
while criminal involvement and family drug involvement predicted lower rates of 
retention and completion ofresidential drug treatment (Galaif, Hser, Grella, & Joshi, 
2001) . Also , another study found that favorable outcomes of drug treatment (measured 
by positive family relationships , lack of involvement with the legal system, school status , 
and parental assessment of change) were associated with being female, having fewer 
legal difficulties, fewer neurological risk factors, lower levels of psychopathology 
measured by the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2 (MMPI), higher verbal 
IQ scores , and lower performance IQ scores (Knapp , Templer, Cannon, & Dobson, 
1991). In summary, juveniles involved in the justice system display a number of 
other problematic behaviors and seem to be at high risk for a number of other problems. 
Individual juveniles displaying criminal behaviors are at higher risk for sexually 
transmitted diseases ( as well as displaying more frequent high-risk behaviors such as 
multiple sexual partners and not using condoms), are more likely to have problems at 
school, and are likely to have a lack of basic skills that would help them/allow them a 
chance to gain and keep employment. Another issue faced by juveniles entering the 
juvenile justice system/drug court includes a higher prevalence of physical and sexual 
abuse, which is likely to carry its own issues related to treatment and successful behavior 
change (Belenko & Dembo, 2003). 
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Summary and Present Study 
Drug courts for adults and juveniles are springing up across jurisdictions 
throughout the country. Results of adult drug court research have suggested generally 
positive outcomes across studies. Though some outcome studies have utilized adequate 
comparison groups , much of the extant research is uncontrolled, or utilizes 
quasiexperimental designs with comparison groups , which may or may not lend 
themselves to valid conclusions regarding the efficacy of drug court interventions. 
However , the number and quality of studies of juvenile drug courts is even more limited. 
While some data are available concerning graduation and recidivism rates , no quality 
studies have been conducted that address the question of whether juvenile drug courts are 
better than standard adjudication proceedings . Furthermore , there is a complete lack of 
long-term follow-up on relapse and recidivism among attendees of juvenile drug courts. 
The few available evaluations of juvenile drug courts have been conducted by "in-house " 
personnel , who may have a conflict of interest (in serving as both paid service staff and 
researchers) . Further , the studies have not been published in peer-reviewed journals. 
This calls the quality of this body of research into question, and in many cases, it is 
difficult or impossible to access reports. 
There are a number of studies that have attempted to identify variables predictive 
of outcome in adult drug courts. Graduation is one variable that has been found to be a 
reliable predictor of outcome , in that individuals who have graduated drug court are 
much less likely to recidivate. Other variables that may be helpful in the prediction of 
outcome in adult drug court include age, drug use history, education , past offense history , 
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and several program-related variables such as perceived level of coercion and increased 
supervision. However, there is little or no research, published or unpublished, that has 
attempted to identify useful predictors of outcome for juvenile drug courts. Therefore, a 
review of literature related to the prediction of recidivism in juveniles in other contexts 
may be useful. Such a review identified prior arrest history as being one of the most 
important variables for predicting future arrests. A higher number of offenses, younger 
age of first commitment, younger age at first contact with the law, along with increased 
severity of individual offenses are all likely useful variables for predicting more frequent 
future recidivism. Family and social problems, nonsevere pathology, and conduct 
disorder behaviors, are also useful predictors of more frequent future criminal behavior. 
Younger age shows mixed results for the prediction of recidivism in juveniles , with some 
studies finding this to be a significant predictor of more rearrests , while other studies did 
not find significant results . 
The present study was an attempt to address several of the short -comings of this 
body of literature , by first reporting basic graduation and long-term recidivism rates 
among participants in a juvenile drug court program. The present study also assessed 
relevant variables hypothesized to predict these specific outcomes. The relevant 
outcomes measured in this study were graduation and recidivism, categorized into drug-
related crimes, crimes against person, crimes against property, and status offenses. The 
set of proposed predictor variables for both graduation and recidivism included age, 
gender, ethnicity, a measure of chemical dependency, attendance of a substance abuse 
related prevention class, serving detention time, and past adjudication. Graduation was 
also a proposed predictor variable for recidivism. 
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CHAPTERIII 
PROCEDURES, RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND HYPOTHESES 
Rationale for Current Study 
The present study was designed to begin answering the question "what predicts 
rearrest and recidivism among juvenile drug court participants?". The Third District 
Drug Court in Salt Lake City collaborated in this effort . Specifically, the Drug Court 
shared a detailed database pertaining to its juvenile drug court participants. This 
information was utilized in several ways. Reported herein are descriptive statistics of the 
sample, the rate of graduation, and rate of rearrest for the separate categories of drug-
related arrests , crimes against person, crimes against property, and status offenses. 
Second, available information on demographics , arrest history, detention placement, and 
severity of substance use/abuse were tested as predictors of program graduation. Lastly, 
this same information on demographics, arrest history, detention placement, and severity 
of substance use/abuse, as well as graduation status were tested as predictors of future 
arrests subsequent to program graduation or drop-out. 
Procedures for Current Study 
The source of data for the present study was a database maintained for all 
participants in the Third District Juvenile Drug Court in Salt Lake City, Utah, who had 
been out of the program for more than 1 year as of March 1, 2003 . Specifically, Salt 
Lake staff collected data on participants ' date of entry into the drug court program, 
whether they graduated , and the date of graduation. Also included are age, gender, 
ethnicity, whether the participants met Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory -
Adolescent version (SASSI-A) criteria for a possible substance misuse disorder, and 
whether they attended a prevention-oriented class. 
The program's decision to make a referral to its prevention-oriented classes was 
based on an evaluation of the severity of the adolescent ' s particular substance use 
problems. It is important to note that those referred to the prevention class were 
considered to have less severe problems with substance abuse. Those who were not 
referred to prevention classes were referred to more intensive treatment , including 
individual counseling, group counseling, day treatment, in-patient or a combination 
thereof 
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The database also documented whether participants served detention time, and if 
they had been arrested in the past . Finally, the Third District staff collected data on (a) 
arrests as a juvenile for drug-related offenses , (b) crimes against person , (c) crimes 
against property, and ( d) status offenses. Additionally, documented drug-related offenses 
included arrests for alcohol or drug use, or possession of a drug or drug paraphernalia. 
The "crimes against persons " category included crimes that were directed against another 
individual, usually of a violent nature (e.g ., assault or battery). The category of"crimes 
against property" pertained to crimes that did not target individuals physically, but 
offenses against their property such as burglary or vandalism. Status offenses are actions 
defined as a crime because of the juvenile status of the individual, such as a curfew 
violation and truancy. 
Because the data on rearrests were no longer collected by the Third District 
Juvenile Court once participants are no longer considered juveniles ( age 18), arrest data 
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for adult recidivism was needed from another source. Therefore, rearrest data for the 
relevant rearrest categories ( drug-related, crime against person, and crime against 
property, and status offenses) was extracted from the XCHange database for any crimes 
committed after the age of 18. (Status offenses can only be committed, by definition, by 
those under 18. Therefore, there was no data on status offenss, collected from the 
Xchange Database search.) The XChange database is a clearinghouse of court/arrest data 
for Utah courts statewide. This is a public source of information on arrest records of 
adults. The data in these records are separated by court districts. Searches of the 
XCHange database were conducted by entering the last name of the individual, along 
with the first letter of their first name followed by the symbol"*", which accessed 
records of arrest of people with that last name, and with a first name starting with that 
first letter. Further , identity matching was conducted by birthdate. Once the searching of 
the XChange database was completed, records were then kept utilizing an identification 
number, rather than the name of the participant, for the purpose of maintaining 
confidentiality. 
Database Instrumentation 
Independent Variables 
Included in the database are the following independent variables: age in years at 
program entry, gender, ethnicity, serving detention during drug court participation, past 
adjudication, attendance of drug-related prevention classes, possible chemical 
dependency (as measured by the SASSI-A, see below), and graduation (graduation is 
both an independent and dependent variable in separate analyses). Ethnicity coding for 
this study involved but two categories: Caucasian and non-Caucasian. Ethnicity was 
simplified due to the relatively small numbers of non-Caucasian individuals in this study 
(86.1 % were Caucasian). Also, detention, past adjudication, attendance of prevention 
classes, and possible chemical dependency were all coded as a simple "yes" or "no" 
categorical variable. 
Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory--
Adolescent version (SASSI-A) 
The Adolescent Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory (SASSI-A) was 
utilized as a possible predictor ofrearrest. The SASSI-A is a measure utilized to screen 
for possible substance misuse disorders (abuse or dependence). It has norms for 
adolescents ages 12-18, requires approximately a fourth-grade reading level, and takes 
only about 15 minutes to administer. Research comparing the use of the SASSI-A to 
clinical interviews and diagnosis has shown that the measure correctly identifies 
approximately 80% of adolescents who concurrently have a diagnosis of a substance 
misuse disorder (Bauman, Merta, & Steiner, 1999; Risberg, Stevens, & Graybill, 1995; 
Rogers, Cashel, Sewell, & Gonzalez, 1997). 
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The instrument includes 26 questions about experiences that reflect face-valid 
indicators of alcohol and substance abuse. For example, "Had more drinks than you 
intended to" rated on a 4-point scale from never (0) to repeatedly (3). The instrument 
also includes 55 "true-false" statements that most test takers would not intuitively relate 
. to substance abuse, such as "Much of my life is boring." The authors of this test utilized 
these items to develop "subtle" indicators of the likelihood of substance use disorders. 
72 
The SASSI-A contains eight scales designed to determine whether an individual 
may be substance dependent. There are two scales for face valid alcohol (FV A) and 
other drugs (FVOD) , based on the face-valid items relating to substance use. From other 
items on the instrument, six additional scales are derived. First, random answering 
pattern (RAP) helps ascertain whether respondents are attempting to give meaningful 
responses to the questions or are answering items in a random or haphazard manner. 
Second, the obvious attributes (OAT) subscale includes characteristics commonly 
associated with substance abuse. Third , a subtle attributes (SAT) subscale includes 
characteristics not normally associated with substance abuse. Fourth, defensiveness 
(DEF) indicates a defensive response set involving SASS! questions in general. 
Additionally , the inventory also contains defensive dependent versus defensive 
nondependent (DEF2) , another measure of defensiveness utilized to classify individuals 
as substance abusing. Lastly, a subscale designated as correctional (COR), indicates 
respondents ' similarity to people who have extensive legal difficulties. 
A number of decision rules based on normalization samples have been developed 
in the SASSI -A to help assess the possible presence of a substance use disorder. If any of 
the following are met , the adolescent is rated as having a possible substance use disorder: 
1. FVA or FVOD raw scores are greater than 12. 
2. The /-scores for OAT or SAT are higher than 70. 
3. The I-scores for OAT and SAT are both higher than 60. 
4. DEF raw score greater than 10 and DEF2 raw score greater than 4. 
5. DEF and OAT /-scores are greater than 60 and DEF2 raw score is greater than 
5. 
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6. DEF and SAT I-scores are greater than 60 and DEF2 raw score is greater than 
5. 
If none of these decision rules are met, then the adolescent is rated as not likely having a 
substance use disorder. Thus, a categorical "yes" or "no" variable was coded for each 
subject by the Third District Juvenile Drug Court staff, indicating whether or not the 
participant met one of these criteria for a possible substance abuse disorder. 
An extensive search of the Psyclnfo and MedLine databases failed to identify any 
articles that utilized the SASSI-A as a predictor ofrearrest. However , substance abuse, 
as opposed to the mere presence of substance use, has been shown by a published meta-
analysis (Cottle et al., 2001) to be a predictor of juvenile rearrest. As such, it makes 
intuitive sense that scoring above the cutoff on a screening measure for substance misuse 
disorders would help to predict rearrest . It is important to note that a revision of the 
SASSI-A (the SASSI-A2) has recently been developed, which obtains several other 
scales, and has been renormed . However, at the time the database was developed for the 
present study, the SASSI-A2 had not yet been released by its publisher. Furthermore, 
research published ( other than the standardization samples) had all been conducted with 
the SASSI-A. 
Dependent Variables 
The dependent variables in this study were graduation ( coded as a ''yes" or "no" 
categorical variable) , and recidivism. Recidivism was reported as the total number of 
rearrests since leaving drug court based on the following categories: total arrests, crimes 
against person, crimes against property, and status offenses. A further calculation was 
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conducted for each of these variables to determine the number of arrests per year. This 
was completed by dividing the number of arrests by the total amount of time elapsed 
between program exit (as reported by the Third District Drug Court staff) to the date of 
final data collection (March, 1 2003). 
Research Questions and Analysis 
1. What percentage of participants in this program graduate, and what is the rate 
ofrearrest for: (a) drug-related offenses, (b) crimes against persons, (c) crimes against 
property , (d) status offenses, and/or (e) any kind of offense in this sample? 
The graduation rate will be reported . Number of total arrests for the type offenses 
is reported during drug court participation, as well as after leaving the drug court ( either 
through graduation or failing). Rate of arrest across these types of offenses is also 
reported as a rate of arrest per year, as comparisons were made between subgroups of 
participants who have been out of drug court for differing amounts of time. 
2. Do certain demographic variables (gender, ethnicity, and/or age), past arrest 
history, referral to a drug-education class, serving detention time, or clinical status on the 
SASSI-A predict drug court program graduation or drop-out? 
Step-wise logistic regression analysis was utilized to examine whether the above 
variables, or their interaction, related to graduation. Logistic regression was chosen 
because the outcome and predictor variables were categorical in nature, and one such . 
measure will serve as a dependent variable ( dropping out versus graduation or rearrest 
versus no rearrest) . Stepwise procedures were chosen because, while there are 
hypotheses based on past research in adult drug courts, the present investigation 
represents an exploratory study of juvenile offenders. (Table 10 is a listing of variables 
hypothesized to help correlate with outcomes of graduation and rearrest.) 
3. Do certain demographic variables (gender, ethnicity, and/or age), past arrest 
history, referral to a drug-education class, serving detention time, clinical status on the 
SASSI-A, program graduation, or drop-out status predict rearrest/recidivism for drug-
related and total offenses? 
Stepwise multiple linear regression was utilized to determine whether the above 
variables, or their interaction, predicted the number of drug-, nondrug, or any type of 
offense. Step-wise procedures were chosen for the same reasons cited in the above 
hypothesis (see Table 10). 
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4. Which variables predict rearrest/recidivism for drug offenses , compared to the 
commission of total offenses? 
Results of the above multiple linear regression analyses were compared across the 
types of offenses to determine the differences that exist (if any) among the variables 
predictive of type of rearrest. 
Hypotheses 
Table 10 lists the four outcomes the current study was attempting to predict, using 
a column format (i.e., graduation, any/all recidivism, drug-related recidivism, and 
nondrug-related recidivism). The rows are a list of the variables utilized to attempt to 
predict these four outcomes (gender, age, ethnicity, clinical status on the SASSI-A, 
serving detention time during program participation, past adjudication, and graduation). 
Table 10 
Hypothesized Predictor Variables of Outcomes 
Outcome variables 
Any Drug-ralated 
Predictor variables Graduation recidivism recidivism 
Gender 
Age 
Ethnicity 
Clinical Status on 
SASSI-A 
Detention 
Past adjudication 
Prevention class 
Graduation 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
x = This variable hypothesized to predict the specific outcome. 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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Nondrug-
related 
recidivism 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
The two studies (reported in a review article; Belenko , 2001) that examined the 
prediction of graduation in juveniles in drug court, gave some limited guidance for 
predicting these outcome. Relevant predictors of higher rates of graduation from these 
studies included being Caucasian and female. Evidence from adult drug court studies 
found similar findings for race/ethnicity, in that being Caucasian has usually been 
associated with higher rates of graduation, though this research has been mixed. 
Research has also found some positive results indicating that non-Caucasians were more 
likely to recidivate in adult drug court programs, as well as in some studies predicting 
rearrest in juveniles. However , results of this research have been inconsistent and the 
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observed amount of variance accounted for by race/ethnicity has usually been small. 
Given this informatio°' race is expected to be a predictor variable for both graduation and 
recidivism, but may account for a small amount of variance. 
Gender has also been an unreliable predictor variable in adult studies; however, 
the one study ( of 5) that did find significant results , found a similar relationship to that 
mentioned above in the juvenile studies, in that females show higher graduation rates . 
Given this limited evidence , it was expected that female gender will predict higher rates 
of graduation in this sample. 
The relationship between gender and recidivism is somewhat unclear . Research 
on recidivism in adolescents has shown that male gender does predict somewhat higher 
rates of recidivism. However , research reviewed from the adult drug court literature is 
contradictory. One study finding significant results indicated that male gender predicted 
higher rates of recidivism, while another indicated that female gender predicted a higher 
rate of recidivism. The third study found in the current review did not find significant 
results for gender. It was speculated that the one study finding significant results for 
female gender predicting higher rates of recidivism may be an anomaly , with research on 
criminal behavior more broadly finding males more likely to recidivate. As such, it was 
expected that in this study, male gender would predict higher rates of recidivism. 
Additionally , the adult drug court literature suggested that younger age at 
program entry may predict poorer outcomes for both graduation and rearrest. Younger 
age also seemed to be a variable associated with poorer outcomes for predicting rearrest 
generally in juveniles . As such it was expected that younger age would be associated 
with both lower graduation and higher rearrest in this sample. 
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Based on the literature review of predictors of rearrest of juveniles, it was 
hypothesized that presence of prior arrest history, as well as showing clinical status (i.e., 
"possible substance abuse" on the SASSI-A) would both predict higher rearrest rates. 
The adult drug court literature also supports the relevance of these variables as 
predictors. Further, it was speculated that these variables would similarly predict lower 
program graduation rates, as they both have done so in a number of the adult drug court 
studies reviewed. 
The presence of detention time served during the program was expected to predict 
poorer outcomes for both graduation and rearrest, as it served as a marker of continued 
misconduct. Prevention class attendance was not expected to have a noticeable impact 
on graduation or recidivism. There is no precedence in the literature for this variable 
predicting graduation or recidivism in adult drug courts. Further, research on lecture 
formats for substance abuse treatment has not been promising (Miller & Wilbourne, 
2002). 
In the current literature review, failure to graduate from drug court programs was 
the most commonly and consistently found variable relevant to predicting more frequent 
rearrests. As such, it was expected that failure to graduate from the drug court program 
in the current study wouldl be the strongest predictor of subsequent rearrests. 
CHAPTERIV 
RESULTS 
Demographics and Characteristics of the Sample 
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The sample of participants entering the drug court since its inception, and who 
had been out of the program for more than 1 year, totaled 380 juveniles. Table 11 shows 
the number of participants who entered into the program by year. 
In terms of demographics, 283 of the participants were male (74.5%) and 97 were 
female (25.5%). At the time of entry into the program, the mean age of participants was 
15.37 years (sd = 1.37). The youngest participant was 12 years old at time of entry (and 
was the only 12-year-old admitted to the program); the oldest was 18. Table 12 displays 
the frequency count of the age of participants at time of entry. 
Table 11 
Number of Participants Entering into Drug Court by Year 
Year 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
Total 
Number of new entrees 
22 
95 
64 
64 
45 
51 
39 
380 
80 
Table 12 
Frequency Counts of Ages at Time of Entry to the Program 
Age Frequency Sample(%) 
12 1 .3 
13 38 10.0 
14 76 20.0 
15 72 18.9 
16 102 26.8 
17 80 21.1 
18 11 2.9 
Totals 380 100 
The sample was mostly Caucasian (86.1 %). Of the other participants , 27 were 
Hispanic (7.1%) , 6 were Native American (1.6%), 6 were Pacific Islanders , (1.6%), 5 
were Black or African American (1.3%) , and 9 were classified as "Other" (2.4%). The 
"Other " category is utilized when a subject failed to fit neatly into one of the other racial 
categories . 
Of the 3 80 participants, I 66 ( 4 3. 7%) had been arrested prior to the particular 
arrest that resulted in their placement in drug court. Detention time during drug court 
participation was fairly common, with 93 participants (24.5%) spending some time in 
detention. Only 13 of the participants were placed in Youth Corrections. Scores on the 
SASSI-A indicated that substance abuse may be an issue for 86 of the participants 
(22.6%). Substance abuse prevention classes were attended by 283 of the participants, 
with the remaining 97 referred to some other format of treatment (individual, group, or 
combination). 
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Graduation and Recidivism Rates for Sample 
The graduation rate for this sample was fairly high, with 320 of the participants, 
or 84.2%, graduating from the drug court program. The average time spent in the 
program by the entire sample was .57 years (standard deviation .32 years), approximately 
209 days, or about 7 months. Program graduates were active in the program slightly less 
time than nongraduates, with graduates talcing .57 years (approximately 207 days) to 
graduate. Nongraduates averaged .61 years in the drug court program (approximately 
222 days) before exiting. Analysis of variance showed this difference to be 
nonsignificant (F = .888, p = .347, Cohen's d effect size= .088). 
At the time of data collection (March 1, 2003) , the mean time since graduation or 
program exit was 4.26 years (sd = 1. 8). The minimum amount of time since program exit 
was 1.04 years, the maximum 6.92 years. 
Table 13 reports the percentages of participants with at least one rearrest for each 
type of offense, and for total ( any type) offenses, both during drug court participation and 
after. During drug court participation, less than 20% of participants had one or more 
arrests for any of the offenses. The most common offenses were crimes against property 
and status offenses (8. 7 % for each). Drug offenses were fairly uncommon, with only 
5.5% of participants having a drug-related arrest. 
After leaving the drug court program, slightly over 50% of this sample had at 
least one arrest for any type of offense on which data were collected. The most common 
offense type was drug-related arrests (38. 7% of participants had at least one after leaving 
Table 13 
Percentages Arrested for Each Type of Offense 
Type During After 
Drug-related offenses 5.5 38.7 
Crimes against person 2.4 11.1 
Crimes against property 8.7 26.3 
Status offenses 8.7 20.8 
Total (any) offense 19.5 50.3 
drug court) . The least common offense involved crimes against person, for which only 
11 % had an arrest for after leaving drug court . 
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Table 14 reports the number of arrests (by type) committed by the entire sample. 
It cites the totals of offenses both during drug court participation and after, as well as the 
average number of offenses committed per year by the entire sample after drug court 
participation . 
Drug-related offenses and crimes against property were the most common 
offenses for which this sample was rearrested after leaving drug court , accounting for 
552 of 779 total arrests (70%) . 
Correlation of Variables 
Table 15 is a correlation matrix of all independent and dependent variables 
utilized in this study. Of concern is the high amount of correlation between the SASSI-A 
and the prevention class attendance. One possible explanation for this phenomenon is 
that both are a measure of clinical/substance us severity. Participants are referred to 
Table 14 
A"ests by Type During and After Drug Court Totals and by Year 
Type 
Drug-related offenses 
Crimes against person 
Crimes against property 
Status offenses 
Total 
Drug-related per year 
Crimes against person per year 
Crimes against property per year 
Status offenses per year 
Total per year 
During 
25 
10 
39 
46 
120 
After 
244 
59 
244 
112 
659 
.1563 
.0378 
.1535 
.0686 
.4162 
Total 
269 
69 
283 
158 
779 
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Note. The arrest numbers per year during drug court participation are not listed, as they 
present a distorted picture . Because most participants were active in drug court for less 
than a year, being arrested during this time translates into an arrest per year figure that is 
greater than the actual figures (i.e., an individual with two drug arrests in 6 months 
obtains a "drug arrests per year" value of 4, even if they were not arrested again). As 
such, while most of the sample (80.5%) has zero arrests per year, a small number of 
individuals artificially inflate this statistic , making it appear that the number of arrests per 
year is greater during drug court than after , which is inaccurate. 
prevention classes based on a clinical assessment regarding whether they have less severe 
substance abuse problems, one of the factors considered in this decision is the SASSI-A 
score. Those with more severe problems are assigned to an intense treatment regimen 
(i.e., individual or group treatment , or a combination of the two). Of the entire sample of 
380, 86 participants were classified as possibly substance dependent by the SASSI-A , 
while 97 participants were referred for more intensive treatment, rather than the 
prevention class. This would seem to imply that a number of participants who did not 
meet the SASSI-A cutoff score were still deemed to have substance abuse problem 
severity requiring treatment, perhaps indicating a relative lack of sensitivity on the 
Table 15 
Correlation Matrix of All Independent and Dependent Variables 
~ > ~ r./J (") 'i:l u ~ 'i:l 0 ~ ;p ~ 'i:l ~ ;p ~ 'i:l 0 ~ 'i:l > -'"'I &. e; i=tJ(l) i=ti (I) ~ i=ti (I) e:.. (1Q ~ (I) (I) '"'I (I) r./J C/l < .... c:: - ~ (I) '"'I (I) '"'I (I) '"'I (I) '"'I (I) (I) '"'I (I) 0 C/l (I) (I) 0.. 0.. '"'I '-< '"'I '-< '"'I '-< '"'I '-< ~ '"'I '-< 
:::1. r./J ::, s n· c:: E:;--(I) "O (I) "O (I) C/l (I) ...... (I) 0 (I) 
-
I 
-
o· ~ a c:: e; ~ e; '"'I e; g e; C/l - e; ' < > 5· 
-
(I) 0 e:.. ::, ..... (1Q C/l "O c:: ::, 0 0 (I) C/l 
::, ::, ~ 
Male .08 -.06 .04 -.02 -.01 -.02 -.06 .14** .05 .093 .053 .13 
Age -.18 .16** -.10* .07 . 13* .01 -.15** -.17** -.18** .20** -.24** 
Minority .02 -.04 .05 -.02 -.08 .07 .12* .16** .07 .16** 
SASSY-A -.79** .25** .13** -.20** .01 .07 .05 .08 .06 
Prevention class -.20** -.17** .23** -.05 -.10 -.06 -.05 -.09 
Detention . 15** -.41 ** .1 I* .14* .06 .08 .12* 
Past adjudication -.14** .06 .05 .10 -.03 .09 
Graduate -.11 * -.20** -.11 * -.03 -.15** 
Per year after drug .17** .30** .40** .63** 
Per year after person .54** .00 .60** 
Per year after property .13* .90** 
Per year after status .41** 
Per year after total offenses 
*=Correlation significant at .05 level,**= Correlation significant at .01 level 
SASSI-A for substance abuse problems in this sample compared to a clinical interview. 
However, this does not indicate that the SASSI-A is not at all useful for predicting 
graduation in this sample. Rather, it is an indication that these two variables are 
measuring much the same thing. 
Prediction of Graduation 
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The ability to predict graduation with the limited number of variables available 
from the drug court database was explored through a block enter logistic regression. The 
variables tested as possible predictors included ethnicity (simplified to Caucasian and 
non-Caucasian) , past adjudication (past arrest or no past arrest), attendance at prevention 
class ( coded ''yes" or "no"), detention placement during drug court participation (yes or 
no), gender , age, and possible presence of chemical dependency (based on whether 
participant met cutoff criteria for likely chemical dependency on the SASSI-A). 
Given the high amount of intercorrelation between the prevention class 
attendance , and possible chemical dependency (r = . 79), they both appear to be indicators 
for a similar construct: substance use severity. Furthermore, the education received 
through the attendance of prevention classes may have benefits for its attendees. As 
such, the SASSI-A was not included in the following analyses for predicting the outcome 
of graduation. 
Table 16 displays the results of the logistic regression for the prediction of 
graduation. This analysis was statistically significant (chi-square= 67.019,p < .001). 
Both detention and prevention class were statistically significant predictors of graduation. 
Based on examination of the odds ratio, detention episodes appear to be a very important 
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Table 16 
Logistic Regression to Predict Graduation Not Including the SASSI-A 
B s.e. Significance Odds ratio 
Male -.395 .382 .300 .673 
Age .097 .118 .413 1.102 
Non-Caucasian -.332 .442 .453 .718 
Prevention class .846 .334 .011 2.331 
Detention -2.040 .322 .000 .130 
Past adjudication -.393 .325 .226 .675 
Constant .960 1.884 .610 2.613 
Cox and Snell R2 = .162 .162 
predictor of not graduating. Specifically, the observed odds ratio of .130 indicates that if 
an individual was placed in detention, their likelihood of not graduating is almost 7. 7 
times greater than those who did not serve time in detention. For a participant attending 
the prevention class, the odds of graduation are 2.3 times that of those who do not. 
The model obtained was able to accurately predict 86.8% of subjects' graduation 
status. Table 17 illustrates the ability of the model to accurately predict observed 
graduation. The model is least accurate when predicting that a participant will graduate, 
when they actually do not. 
Prediction of Recidivism 
The variables that were considered to potentially predict recidivism included 
graduation (yes or no), age, gender, past arrest history (presence of past arrest or no), 
ethnicity ( simplified to Caucasian and non-Caucasian), detention (yes or no), attendance 
Table 17 
Prediction of Observed Graduation Based on Model Excluding SASSJ-A 
No 
Yes 
Observed graduation 
Overall percentage 86.8 
No 
19 
9 
Predicted 
Yes 
41 
311 
Percentage correct 
31.7 
97.2 
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at prevention class, and chemical dependency status (based on meeting dependency 
criteria on the SASSI-A). However, based on the same logic cited in the above section, 
the SASSI-A was excluded from this analysis due to its high correlation with prevention 
class assignment . The frequency count of arrests was based on the total number of 
arrests since the time of graduation, for each offense. These figures are somewhat 
misleading because all participants have been out of drug court for different amounts of 
time. Therefore, subjects' values for this variable were transformed to arrests per year. 
For example, if a participant was out of drug court for 2 years, and had two drug related 
arrests, their arrest per year value would be "I." On the other hand, a participant with the 
same number of arrests (two) who has been out of drug court for 3 years would be 
designated as receiving .666 arrests per year. 
The following Tables (18 through 22) include the results ofregression analyses 
that utilized the above variables to predict arrests per year ( drug-related, crimes against 
person, crimes against property, status offenses, and total offenses). Block-enter 
regression analysis was utilized in all cases to identify the set of variables that accounted 
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Table 18 
Regression for Prediction of Drug-Related Arrests 
ANOVA ss df MS F s1g. 
Regression 1.825 7 .261 4.042 .000 
Residual 23.997 372 .064 
Total 25.822 379 
R2 = .071, 
Adjusted R2 = .053 
Coefficients and 
significance Standarized 
of variables B s.e. Beta t s1g. 
Constant .607 .159 3.826 .000 
Male .095 .030 . 158 3.142 .002 
Age -.033 .010 -.173 -3.353 .001 
Minority .028 .038 .038 .740 .460 
Detention .051 .034 .084 1.512 .131 
Past adjudication .031 .027 .059 1.135 .257 
Graduation -.035 .040 -.049 -.870 .385 
Prevention class -1.727 .031 -.029 -.552 .582 
for maximum variance in the dependent variable (arrests). The tables below include the 
analysis of variance related to each model, the adjusted R2 (variance accounted for) , and 
the table of coefficients and significance for the variables entered in the regression. All 
five analyses were statistically significant, indicating that this set of variables helps 
predict each of the different types of arrest. 
Drug-Related Arrests 
Table 18 shows the analyses related to prediction of drug related arrests. Age and 
gender are statistically significant predictors of drug-related arrest post-drug-court. 
Having served detention time during drug court participation approached significance 
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Table 19 
Regression for Prediction of Crimes Against Person 
ANOVA ss df MS F s1g . 
Regression . 761 7 .109 5.072 .000 
Residual 7.970 372 .021 
Total 8.731 379 
R2 = .087, 
Adjusted R2 = .070 
Coefficients and 
significance Standarized 
of variables B s.e. Beta I s1g. 
Constant .369 .091 4.029 .000 
Male .022 .017 .064 1.288 .109 
Age -.019 .006 -.176 -3.434 .001 
Minority .035 .022 .079 1.570 .117 
Detention .026 .019 .073 1/324 .186 
Past adjudication .011 .016 .036 .710 .478 
Graduation -.057 .023 -.136 -2.46 .014 
Prevention class -.020 .018 -.058 -1.124 .262 
(p = .131). However, the adjusted R2, reflects the fact that only 5.3% of the variance is 
accounted for by this set of variables. Male gender , and younger age predicts higher 
numbers of drug arrests. 
Crimes Against Persons 
Table 19 displays the regression related to predicting crimes against person 
following one's participation in drug court. The adjusted R2 indicates that this model 
accounts for 7% of variance . Specifically, graduation status and age were statistically 
significant predictor variables. Younger age and not graduating drug court predicts 
higher numbers of arrest for "crimes against persons." 
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Table 20 
Regression for Predicting Crimes Against Property 
ANOVA ss df MS F s1g. 
Regression 9.669 7 1.381 4.771 .000 
Residual 107.698 372 .290 
Total 117.367 379 
R2 = .082, 
Adjusted R2 = .065 
Coefficients and 
Significance Standarized 
of Variables B s.e. Beta t s1g. 
Constant 1.198 .336 3.561 .000 
Male .145 .064 .114 2.273 .024 
Age -.074 .021 -.181 -3.515 .000 
Minority .205 .081 .128 2.521 .012 
Detention .029 .071 .023 .414 .679 
Past adjudication .119 .057 .106 2.070 .039 
Graduation -.084 .085 -.055 -.994 .321 
Prevention class -.051 .066 -.040 0.766 .444 
Crimes Against Property 
The ANOVA shown in Table 20 demonstrates that this group of variables 
predicts the number of crimes against property arrests per year after leaving drug court. 
The adjusted R2 shows that 6.5% of variance is accounted for by this set of variables. 
Younger age, non-Caucasian status, prior arrest history, and male gender predicts 
higher numbers of"crimes against property." 
Status Offenses 
The ANOVA results presented in Table 21 shows that for predicting status 
offenses, age was significant at the .05 level, and that detention was a significant 
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Table 21 
Regression for Prediction of Status Offenses 
ANOVA ss df MS F s1g .
Regression .544 7 . 078 3.061 .004 
Residual 9.438 372 .025 
Total 9.982 379 
R2 = .54, 
Adjusted R2 = .037 
Coefficients and 
Significance Standarized 
of Variables B s.e . Beta t s1g. 
Constant .418 .100 4.194 .000 
Male .026 .019 .071 1.400 .162 
Age -.024 .006 -.201 -3.854 .000 
Minority .013 .024 .027 .528 .598 
Detention .035 .021 .093 1.663 .097 
Past adjudication -.090 .017 -.027 -.528 .598 
Graduation .011 .025 .024 .420 .675 
Prevention class -.023 .020 -.061 -1.154 .249 
predictor at the .10 level. The adjusted R2 demonstrates that 3. 7% of the variance is 
accounted for. Younger age at time of program entry and having served detention time 
during drug court participation serve to predict more frequent status offenses after drug 
court participation. 
Total Offenses 
Table 21 presents the set of variables that are predictive of total number of arrests 
per year; these account for 11.2% of the variance in total offenses. 
Age, gender, and ethnicity were all statistically significant predictors of total 
arrests per year after program exit at the .05 level. Past adjudication was also significant 
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Table 22 
Regression for Prediction of Total Offenses 
ANOVA ss df MS F s1g. 
Regression 33.423 7 4.775 7.975 .000 
Residual 222.720 372 .599 
Total 2.56.14 379 
R2 = .130, 3 
Adjusted R2 = .114 
Coefficients and 
Significance Standarized 
of Variables B s.e. Beta t s1g. 
Constant 2.591 .484 5.358 .000 
Male .288 .092 .153 3.144 .002 
Age 0.150 .030 -.249 -4.988 .000 
Minority .281 .117 .119 2.402 .017 
Detention .141 .103 .074 1.377 .169 
Past adjudication .152 .083 .092 1.838 .067 
Graduation -.165 .122 -.073 -1.357 .176 
Prevention class -.111 .095 -.059 -1.164 .245 
at the .10 level. This analysis indicates that younger age, male gender, non-Caucasian 
status and past adjudication prior to drug court participation all predict more frequent 
total arrests (including drug-related, crimes against person, crimes against property, and 
status offenses) after drug court participation. 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
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The purpose ofthis study was first, to provide preliminary data on graduation and 
rearrest rates in the Third District Juvenile Drug Court. A second goal was to determine 
if any available data on demographics, past arrest history, attendance of prevention class, 
serving detention time during drug court , or scores on a substance abuse screening 
measure help to predict graduation from the drug court programs . A final objective was 
to determine if those same variables, along with graduation, help to predict subsequent 
rearrest after leaving the drug court program. 
Of the participants in this sample, less than 20% were arrested for any type of 
offense on which data were collected during drug court participation, and only 5% were 
arrested for a drug-related offense. These compare favorably to figures from adult drug 
courts nationally, which range from 5-50% , with an average of 25% (Stein & Tranchita, 
2001) in all program participants . 
However , postprogram arrest rates were fairly high when compared to rates cited 
in the available literature. Fifty percent of this sample had been rearrested at least once 
after leaving drug court , with 191 of the 380 subjects being rearrested and accounting for 
a total of 659 arrests in the years following drug court participation (the average time 
since program exit was 4.2 years) . Seventy percent of the total arrests were accounted 
for by drug-related crimes (e.g., possession, DUI, etc.) , or crimes against property (e.g. , 
theft, vandalism, etc.). Roughly, the sample averaged .4 total arrests per year for any 
type of offense (including drug-related , crimes against person, crimes against property , 
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and status offenses). Slightly over 50%t of the sample had at least one arrest for any type 
of offense, and 38% had at least one drug-related arrest. Again, these figures compare to 
other studies somewhat unfavorably. Prior reviews have found ranges of total rearrests 
across studies to be between 10-55%, with an average of approximately 30% (Stein & 
Tranchita, 2001), and the current review found an average of39%. It is important to 
keep in mind that the mean follow-up period for this study was slightly over 4 years, 
while most past studies had much shorter follow-up periods. Specifically, drug court 
studies included in the Stein and Tranchita review had a mean follow-up of 14 months. 
Studies in the current literature review had a mean follow-up of approximately 18 
months, with the longest being 40 months. Therefore, it is possible that the relatively 
high rearrest rate is reflective of a longer follow-up rather than a true difference in 
rearrest rates. 
Predicting Graduation 
Logistic regression was utilized to produce a model for predicting graduation 
from the Third District Juvenile Drug Court. In designing this analysis, it was noted that 
possible chemical dependency (measured by the SASSI-A) and attendance of prevention 
classes were found to be highly correlated (r = . 79). Prevention class attendance was 
based on being rated as having a less severe substance use problem, with the SASSI-A 
being one part of that evaluation. As such, it would appear that these two variables are 
measuring very similar constructs and are accounting for similar portions of variance 
when predicting graduation from drug court. Therefore , the SASSI-A was not included 
in the logistic regression analysis, as it appears to be a redundant variable. 
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Of the predictor variables examined (age, ethnicity , gender, detention placement , 
prevention class attendance, and past adjudication) , detention and attendance of 
substance abuse prevention classes appear to be the best subset of variable for prediction 
of graduation (see Table 17). The direction of the relationships found with logistic 
regression demonstrate that being placed in detention during program participation 
predicted lower rates of graduation; also, nonattendance of prevention classes predicted 
lower graduation . The model obtained was statistically significant, though it only 
accounted for 16.2% of observed variance. This model was able to accurately categorize 
participants into graduation and nongraduation groups 87% of the time. 
Prevention class attendance was mandated for persons meeting a cut-off score on 
the SASSI , reflecting more only minor substance abuse problems . Therefore , the 
variable coding prevention class attendance is actually a direct indicator of subjects ' 
severity of substance abuse. As such, much of the variance accounted for by this variable 
is likely due to a lower level of clinical severity . On the other hand , it is also plausible 
that participants in the education class received some benefit from attendance. 
Therefore , in predicting who will graduate from juvenile drug court , severity of 
substance use appears to be an important variable to assess, and the impact of educational 
prevention classes can not at this point and requires further careful assessment. 
Serving detention time during program participation is an indication of facing 
consequences for noncompliance with program rules. Detention time could be seen as a 
marker variable for a negative disposition ( e.g., being resistant, oppositional, and 
noncompliant) . As such it makes intutive sense that a marker for noncompliant and 
resistive behavior would be associated with not graduating from drug court. 
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Lastly, it may be worth noting that of 380 participants in this sample, 320 
graduated from the program (84.2%). This figure is significantly higher than the national 
average figures for adult courts cited in Belenko (1999). These figures tend to vary from 
35-60%. Speculations regarding the differences in graduation rates between adults and 
juveniles in drug court are innumerable, but may include such things as adolescent versus 
adult population attributes, or broad differences in the rigor of graduation requirements. 
Also , the difference may also indicate that the present sample of drug court participants 
was particularly compliant , due to the quality of the program, or other factors. 
Predicting Rearrest 
In terms of predicting rearrest, statistically significant amounts of variance in all 
types of rearrest data was accounted for by predictor variables in the present study. 
However , the amount of variance explained by the models is limited (between 3.7-11.4%, 
based on adjusted R2 values). The highest value for variance accounted for was for total 
arrests (11 .4%). 
Table 23 lists the variables that were found to be statistically significant 
predictors of each type of arrest, total arrests, as well as graduation. 
Younger age and male gender were variables most often associated with 
increased post-program arrest rates. Younger age at time of program entry was a 
statistically significant predictor of increased rates of every type of arrest , as well as total 
arrests. (For status offenses it may be important to keep in mind that younger age at 
program entry may be an indicator of more time under the age of 18 after program exit. 
Therefore, of all types of arrest, except crimes against persons. Male gender was found 
Table 23 
Statistically Significant Predictors of Dependent Variables (Number of Arrests and 
Graduation) and the Variance Account by Each Model 
Outcome variables 
Crimes Crimes 
against against Status Total 
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Predictor variables Drug person property offenses arrests Graduation 
Gende r X X X 
Age X X X X X 
Ethnicity X X 
Clinical status on 
SASSI-A" 
Detention X X 
Past adjudication X X 
Prevention class X 
Graduation X 
Percent variance 5.3 7.0 6.5 3.7 I 1.4 16.2 
accounted by model 
x = This variable hypothesized to predict the specific outcome . 
• = Excluded from prediction analyses due to its high correlation with prevention class. 
to be a statistically significant predicor of higher rates of total arrests , as well as drug-
related and crimes against property rearrests.) Furthermore, it had the largest 
standardized beta value, and was the largest zero-order correlate of all types of arrest, 
except crimes against persons. Male gender was found to be a statistically significant 
predictor of higher rates of total arrests , as well as drug-related and crimes against 
property rearrests . 
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The other three variables included in a model predicting higher rates of total 
rearrests per year are: non-Caucasian status and positive history of past adjudication . 
Non-Caucasian status also predicted higher rates of crimes against property. The fact 
that non-Caucasian status appears to predict some poorer outcomes highlights the need to 
focus resources on addressing the needs of minorities in this particular , and likely all, 
juvenile drug courts . Particularly given that the research of Beckerman and Fontana 
(2001) found that interventions tailored to African Americans and females may produce 
higher rates of treatment retention and lower rates of positive urinalyses indicating drug 
use. Past adjudication was also included in the model that predicted higher rates of 
crimes against property , and graduation was also included in the model to predict higher 
rates of crimes against person. 
Detention and prevention class attendance were both found to be statistically 
significant predictors of graduation . However , detention was only significant -in the 
models to status offense arrests. Further , prevention class attendance was not significant 
in any of the models predicting rearrest. The implication here is that , for this sample, the 
same variables do not necessarily predict both graduation from drug court and recidivism 
after drug court participation. 
Surprisingly, prevention class attendance, which is seen to be both an indicator of 
substance use severit ,y and to be an active intervention involving education, was not 
(statistically) important in the prediction ofrecidivism. In regression procedures, it was 
not found to be a significant variable in the prediction of any of the offense categories. 
By extension, it appears that clinical status on the SASSI-A, which was highly correlated 
with prevention class attendance is also not useful for prediction of rearrest in this 
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sample. To the writer's knowledge, there have been no studies utilizing the SASSI to 
predict recidivism in other drug court samples. Furthermore, the only study found which 
utilized a measure of substance abuse severity (Listwan et al., 2003) did not find support 
for the Offender Profile Index (a measure of substance use severity) as a predictor of 
recidivism. However, there was evidence from other studies that more :frequent drug use 
and use of more addictive drugs ( cocaine, crack and heroin) predicted lower rates of 
graduation, as well as more frequent recidivism. Therefore , it would seem a measure of 
substance abuse severity would be useful for prediction of these outcomes . It is possible 
that while there was, indeed, variation in substance use severity in this sample (86 of 380 
with a positive result on the SASSI-A) , there may be a truncation of the range of severity 
of substance abuse problems in this sample due to the exclusion criteria of the drug court. 
If so, it would explain why variables measuring severity may not be helpful in the 
prediction of rearrest. 
Taken together, the models obtained predicting arrest, while statistically 
significant, explain limited amounts of variance in the observed values of arrests , 
particularly for each subtype of arrest. Adjusted R2 values for predicting arrests per year 
for drug-related offenses, crimes against person, crimes against property, and status 
offenses range between 4.3-6.5% of variance. With regard to total arrests, the model 
accounted for 11 % of observed variance. The conclusions regarding the prediction of 
rearrest with the available variables appear to be similar to that of predicting graduation. 
Limitations 
One limitation of the present study is its likely generalizability, as the data 
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collection was limited to a single jurisdiction in one state, Utah. Further, some data 
specificity was lost in collapsing all non-Caucasian participants into one category for the 
purposes of data analysis. This was done for practical reasons due to the lack of diversity 
in the sample (86.1 % Caucasian), and the limited number of each type of non-Caucasian 
ethnicity (i.e., 27 Hispanic, 5 Black, 6 Pacific Islanders, 6 Native American, and 9 
"other"). In itself, the limited number of non-Caucasians in this study is a limitation to 
the generalizability of the data to other jurisdictions. However, it is important to note , 
that this appears to be a representative sample of the jurisdiction studied. Statistics 
reported by the U.S. Census Bureau indicate that 86.5% of all Salt Lake County residents 
were White at the time of the 2000 census , with the entire state of Utah being 89.2% 
white (U.S. Census Bureau, 2003) . 
Also, a more complete assessment of rearrest data among those participants who 
moved out-of-state would have been desirable. The present author did not have the 
resources necessary to assess out-of-state arrests by any participants. However, unless 
there is reason to believe that being arrested out of state was related to one of the other 
study variables ( e.g., participants who were older may be more likely to move out of 
state), there is limited reason to question the results of analyses regarding prediction of 
arrest. 
Another limitation of this study is the lack of a control group. Thus, while 
numbers of arrests for this sample postprogram participation were obtained, there is no 
basis for speculating whether drug court helped prevent further arrests. Future studies of 
this drug court would be well-served if they attempted to compare program arrest 
outcomes with those of some other form of standard adjudicatory procedures. 
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Last , it is difficult to compare the data obtained from this study to that from other 
studies, due to the longer follow-up period . While most studies have a 12- to 18-month 
follow-up , the present study had an average follow-up of more than 4 years . Therefore , it 
is difficult to draw conclusions about how the rearrest rate from this study compares to 
that of other studies. An improvement for future studies with this long of a follow-up 
period may be to break it out by year (i.e., x percent rearrested at the end of year one, y 
percent rearrest at the end of year two , etc.) . 
Contributions and Implications 
for Research and Practice 
This study has highlighted several important points to consider when evaluating 
drug court s, and particularly, juvenile drug courts. First, this study can be utilized as 
another source of data regarding the graduation and rearrest rates over the course of 7 
years of a juvenile drug court. The follow-up period of the present study was 
significantly longer than that of all available studies . The literature review found mean 
follow-up periods for studies of adult drug courts of approximately 18 months , with the 
longest follow-up of 40 months. The few juvenile drug court studies had follow-up 
periods of at most a year. The average follow-up period for subjects participating in the 
present study was 4.26 years (51 months) , with a minimum follow-up of all subjects 
being a year and a maximum of close to 7 years. 
The graduation rate for the present program was fairly high (84.2%) , and is higher 
than averages reported by other studies (mean of 48% found in the current literature 
review). Twenty percent of all participants were arrested during drug court participation, 
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including only 5% for drug-related offenses. This compares favorably to other data 
reported on arrest during drug court, and indicates that the supervision and structure of 
the drug court had a positive impact on arrests during participation. 
However, after leaving drug court, 50% ofthis sample was rearrested for some 
type of offense , and 38% were arrested on a drug-related offense . These figures appear 
to be at the high end of recidivism rates reported by other programs in reviewed 
literature. The average recidivism rate found in the current review was approximately 
39% for adult drug courts , and the limited data on juvenile rearrest ranged from 10-30% 
recidivism rates. It is again important to point out the longer follow-up period of the 
current study as compared to the available adult and juvenile drug court data . As such, 
the higher recidivism rate may be a function oflonger time to be rearrested. However, 
given the high rate of graduation, and low rate of recidivism during drug court 
participation, it appears there may be a lack of generalizability of the lessons and 
strategies learned during drug court that fostered their program success and lack of 
rearrest during participation. 
In terms of predicting graduation, this study found that a model including serving 
detention time during drug court participation, and not attending a prevention class 
offered as part of the program predicted lower rates of graduation. It is believed that the 
prevention class , at least in part, serves as a marker variable for substance use severity, as 
those that are judged to have more severe substance abuse problems are referred to more 
intense treatment , rather than the prevention class. 
For predicting recidivism, younger age and male gender were found to be the 
most powerful predictors across offense type. Other variables found to be statistically 
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significant for predicting total offenses include not graduating drug court , non-Caucasian 
status, and presence of past adjudication ( order of importance as listed). 
Given these predictor variables, it seems reasonable to suggest to the Third 
District Juvenile Drug Court, as well as to other juvenile drug courts, to implement some 
form of"safety net" measures that may help those with characteristics predictive of 
poorer outcome to achive better outcomes . For exan1ple, individuals who are younger 
may require more long-term supervision postprograrn, or a referral for more services 
after program graduation. Another suggestion may be to include ethnically relevant 
content into the program, similar to that described by Beckerman and Fontana (2001) 
who found positive results for implementing these type of procedures. 
This study should be viewed as a first step with further studies to come examining 
the contributions of other variables to prediction of outcome. Possible variables that may 
be usefully studied in future investigations of drug courts might include continuation of 
association with a delinquent peer group during, or after drug court; more precise 
measures of individual psychopathology and substance use; severity/type of past 
offenses; family problems; educational history; school success; IQ; parental support; and 
participant involvement in job training or remedial education programs (tutoring, etc.). 
Lastly, investigation of the impact of specific components of the drug court 
program would also be useful. For example, does the frequency of urinalysis have an 
impact? Further, what is the impact of the frequency of drug court hearings? Close 
investigation of the impact of specific program components could be another way to 
address the needs of drug court participants with the least expenditure of funding by 
choosing the program components with the greatest impact on undesirable behavior. 
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Clinical Services of the Center for Persons with Disabilities 
Psychology Community Clinic, Utah State University 
I did some part time work for Hillside, which is a local 
group home for adult schizophrenic men. My role was 
mainly that of a consultant for the program, but I also did 
some individual and group therapy with the clients, and I 
was on call one weekend a month. 
I worked as a member of a team designing and 
implementing a new and innovative transitional group 
home project for adolescents in which staff members 
were licensed as foster parents. The goal was to help 
adolescents transition from correctional or in-patient 
centers to their family of origin, to foster homes, or to 
adoptive homes. 
I worked for T ellurian in a residential treatment facility 
for adolescent males. I filled many roles at various times 
while I worked there, including case coordination, group 
and individual therapy, planning of weekly recreation as 
well as occasional camping trips, billing, scheduling, 
budgeting, and orientation of new staff. 
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Brotoloc Health Care Systems 
1993 - 1994 
I worked part time as an activity staff working with 
developmentally disabled in a group home setting. The 
goal of the program was to help these individuals 
integrate into the community. 
RESEARCH AND PRESENTATION EXPERIENCE 
Dissertation 
Thesis 
"Predictors of Rearrest in a Contemporary Juvenile Drug Court 
Program," successfully proposed October 8, 2002, scheduled defense 
date February 20, 2004. 
"A Meta-Analysis of the Alcohol Treatment Outcome Literature" 
completed August, 2002. 
"Treatment Drug Courts: Key Elements and Review of Efficacy Research" David Stein 
& Anthony Tranchita. A Paper presentation at the Utah Division of Substance 
Abuse Conference, September 20, 2001. 
"The Effectiveness of Brieflnterventions for Treating Alcohol Use Disorders" Anthony 
Tranchita & Jason Gage. A poster presentation at the Annual Conference of the 
Western Psychological Association, April 16, 2000 in Portland, OR . 
"The Effectiveness of Psychotropic Medications for Treating Alcohol Use Disorders" 
Jason Gage & Anthony Tranchita. A poster presentation at the Annual 
Conference of the Western Psychological Association, April 16, 2000 in Portland, 
OR. 
"School-Based Alcohol/Drug Prevention Programs: A Comprehensive Review" Jason 
Gage & Anthony Tranchita. A paper presentation at the Annual Convention of 
the National Association of School Psychologists, March 29, 2000 in New 
Orleans, LA. 
"The Efficacy of Psychotherapeutic and Pharmacologic Treatment for Alcohol Abuse 
and Dependence" Anthony Tranchita & David Stein. A paper presentation at the 
Utah Division of Substance Abuse Conference, August 29, 2000 in Ogden, UT. 
"Problem Drinking, the Use of Alcohol to Cope, and Their Relation to Emotion in a 
College Population" A paper presentation at the University oflllinois, Rockford 
Undergraduate Conference, November, 1994 in Rockford. 
. 
EXPERIENCE WI1H ASSESSMENT TOOI.$ AND MA IBRIALS 
Attention Deficit Disorder Evaluation Scale (ADDES)(Parent and Teacher 
Report Forms) 
Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI) 
Beck Depression Inventory (BDI) 
Child Behavior Checklist (Parent and Teacher forms)(CBCL & TRF) 
Hopkins Verbal Learning Test 
March Anxiety Scale for Children 
Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory-3 (MCMI-111) 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality lnventory-2 (MMPI-2) 
Multidimensional Pain Inventory (MPI) 
Outcome Questionnaire-45 (OQ-45) 
Rey Complex Figure 
Rey Auditory Verbal Learning Test (RA VL T) 
Reynolds Child Depression Scale 
Reynolds Child Manifest Anxiety Scale 
Rorschach Inkblot Test 
Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory (SASSI) 
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (ST Al) 
Test ofNonverbal Intelligence (TONI-III) 
Trails A and B 
Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-III (WAIS-III) 
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-III (WISC-III) 
Wechsler Memory Scale (WMS-III) 
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Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-educational Achievement Battery (Both WJ-R and WJ-III) 
AFFILIATIONS 
American Psychological Association 
HONORS AND AW ARDS 
September 2001-May 2002 Student Representative for Clinical Psychology 
Program, Utah State University 
September, 1998-Current Deans List, Utah State University 
September, 1998 Presidential Fellowship, Utah State University 
1994 Graduated Summa Cum Laude from UW-Whitewater 
1989 Deans List, University of Wisconsin-Whitewater 
